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PREFACE. 

It is not deemed necessary to oflfer any apology for presenting 
ihe following Letters to the public, as they will speak for them- 
selves, and tend to throw some light upon a transaction, which, 
:ill recently, appears to have been studiously covered with dark- 
ness. 

Many persons in the Christian community lookecj to the meet- 
ing of the Carlisle Presbytery, held in June last, with considera- 
ble anxiety, as tending to involve a very successful minister of 
Jesus Christ in charges of a serious nature. The proceedings of 
that body, at that, and the previous meeting, have been kept from 
the public view, and nothing definite is known as to' the result, 
other than that they condemned a book, entitled "DufBeld on Re- 
generation," and cautioned the churches, ministers, and people, 
against its perusal. 

Desirous of obtaining some knowledge on the subject, a re- 
quest was made of a person present at both the meetings, for a 
history of the whole affair. The request was complied with 
in the following Letters, which give a correct history of all 
the proceedings. Supposing they might be as acceptable to a 
large portion of the community of Mr. Duffield's immediate 
neighbourhood, and elsewhere, as they were to the person to 
whom they were addressed, they are now published without 
note or comment. And indeed this is rendered in some measure 
necessary, as the editor of "The Presbyterian," in an editorial ar- 
ticle, lately, has seen fit to advert to the proceedings of Presby- 
tery, in a way calculated to injure Mr. Duffield, and designed to 
excite prejudice against him and his book. He says the Presby- 
tery " report tvodve distinct articles of error." " Three articles 
censurable, as having an adverse bearing upon essential points of 
doctrine, and all the others erroneous, and contrary to the stan- 
dards of the Presbyterian Church." 

Let an enlightened public judge. • 
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XETTER I. 

Mt Dear Friend, 

AaREEABLY to jour request, I give you some account of the late 
proceedings of the Pi-esbyterj ©f Carlisle, in relation to Mr* 
Dliffield's treatise on Regeneration, of which we conversed when last 
together. 

Previously, however, it will be necessary to give you a history of 
their initial proceedings in the cas^ and of the circumstances under 
which they oriffinated. This I do, because it is indispensably neces- 
sary to the ri^t understanding of all publitf- acts to know somewhat 
of the character and relations, &c. of those members with whom they 
originated. No history can be complete without some reference to 
all the causes operating, many of which never appear in Ijie trans- 
actions of public bodies as they are spread out on their records. 
Besides, the deceitfulness of the human heart, and the inconsistencies 
of human (conduct and profession, are so great, that you cannot esti- 
mate a man's declarations fully, till you know somewhat of the cir- 
cumstances and pressure, or .influence and relations under which he 
acts. These, and other similar remarks, which will not fail to sug- 

fest themselves to yoUr own mind, will, at onc^, show the propriety of 
ringing distinctly into view the prime agents in this transaction, as 
well as the circumstances under which they acted, while at the same ^ 
time, they will acquit your friend of any* desire to speak reproachful- 
ly of a minister of Jesus Christ. My object is to let you kflow the 
entire truth, so far as I have ascertained it from authentic sources. 

At the meeting of the Presbytery of Carlisle, held in Shippensburg, 
in April last, the Rev. James Williamson, while Mr, Duffield was 
absent, called the attention of the Presbytery to his book. The or- 
der of the day, which was the conversation on'the state of religion, was 
postponed for the purpose, antiitwas moved, that a committee be ap- 
pointed *'to review" the book. It was suggested by a member that 
the Presbytery had better not proceed till Mr. Duffield made his ap- 
pearance, and the subject was postponed, a circumstance which proves 
conclusively that they did not Ct)nsider the book apart from its au- 
thor. Subsequently, when Mr. D. was present, it was resumed. No 
definite object was proposed, nor reason, assigned by the Presbytery 
for proceeding in the case. Neither Mr. Williamson, nor any other 
ttiembcr of Presbytery was willing to say that the book contained he- 
retical doctrines, or to prefer charges against Mr. Duffield for a 4epar' 
ture from the faith. The purity of his morals has never been im- 
peached by his bitterest enemies; nor has his piety been called in ques- 
tion by any of his brethren. 

It was objected, by Mr. McKnight and Mr. DeWitt, thai the pro- 



cednre was vncoiistitutioiialy and that the proper plan was, for Mr. 
'Williamson, as he had introduced the subject, or some one else, to pre- 
fer charges of heresy. Any such design was disavowed/ and profea- 
sions of concern for Mr. Duffiel(P8 reputation were made bj Mr. Wil- 
liamson. 

Crying fame too, it was paid, was so loud as to render it necessary. 
This was denied, and proof of the fact demanded, but none was ex- 
hibited . The book l^ad not ytt been distributed amoni( the subscribers, 
nor had it been circulated abroad. It was not in the possession of any 
of the members of the Presbytery, with the exception of Mr.Wiliiam- 
son, and perhaps two or three others, in or near Carlisle, so far as I 
can ascertain. Nothing had transpired in relation to it, except the . 
publication of some pieces.in •^The Presbyterian," signed ••Scripture 
Theology," and * 'Augustine," which it was rumoured had been pre- 
pared by members of Presbytery, and which are full of slanderous 
misrepresentations of the doctrines taught in the book, and of illiberal 
and unchristian charges of Pelagianism, Socinianism, &c. &c. against 
Mr.Duffield, a reply to which, the editor, in violation both of editorial 
courtesy, and liberal feeling, had refused to publish, and that too^ 
when it was not probable^ and I think I may safely say, not possible^ 
that he himself could have read the book. 

At the same time, pieces of like character, or even yet more defa- 
matory, appeared in the ''American Volunteer," apolitical paper pub- 
lished in Carlisle, the publication of which was obtained by two 
lawyers of Carlisle, viz. George A.Lyon, a public opposer of prayer- 
meetings, and known to be personally disaffected towards Mr. Duffield^ 
and John Williamson, not then a professor of religion, though directly 
afterwards he inade a profession in his brother James Williamson's 
church, ten miles from the borough of Carlisle in which he (John W.) 
resides? Both these gentlemen were on terms of great intimacy wiih 
Professor McFarlane who is said to be the brother-in-law of the editor 
of the Presbyterian, — was Moderator of the Presbytery ,*-^had the ' 

appointing of' the committee, — was known to be personally hostile to 
Mr. Duffield, — and had actually, in connexion with Dr. How, late , 

President of Dickinson Colle&e, charged Mr. D. before the Board of 
Trustees, with having exerted a "malign influence" ,to disaffect the 
very small number of students in Dickinson College, and with having 
departed from the doctrines of the Confession of Faith, and of his 
venerable forefather, and of the word of God; and with being inclose 
league with a party hostile to the best interests of the Presbyterian 
Church* These expressions are exactly taken, as far as my memory 
serves, from the written connmunications and charges of these gentle- 
men to the Board of Trustees, the copies of which, preserved in the 
hands of Mr. D., I have seen; — and they are charges of such a cha- jj 

sacter that nothing but a very censurable spirit would have ever 
prompted two Christian ministers to make beiore a College Board, 
against a brother minister, and one who hj^l befriended and hospitably 
entertained them both, without at least having had an interview with 
him on the subject, which from good authority I can affirm they had 
not and sou^t not; — but I may add, charges which they failed to sub- 



5. 

stantiate before a body^ amone whom the; knew were foQnd Mr.hjQn^ 
with whom they had conferred previous to their prosecution, &c, and 
other perflO(ial enemies of Mr. ])uffield:--«which were positively dis- 
proved by written testimony, and shown to have been the result of most 
unjastifiableand onbrotheriy jealousies and suspicions. The evening 
before these gentlemen presented their accusations against Mr.Duffield 
to the Board of Trustees, at a late hour they were found in conclave 
withrMr. Lyon, in the College edifice. You will see a great deal of 
light upon this subject in a printed circular addressed by Professor 
Cleveland to his friends, if you can obtain the perusal of it 

It was under these circumstances, and by persons thus related, that 
the matter was moved, and in pursuance of a bald resolution to that 
effect, that a committee wasappointed "to review the book," and report 
to Presbytery. I have heard that it was confidently asserted in Car- 
lisle, before the Presbytery met, by Mr, Duffield's personal enemies, 
thatsuch would be their proceedings. Whether this be true or not, it 
was singular to witness the zeal manifested by some members of the 
Presbyteries to get at the book, especially by an elder of the church 
who retails ardent spiritg. Although there were the most interesting 
reports on the subject of religion, that had ever been given in the Pres- 
bytery, and accounts of revivals in churches where such things bad 
never before occurred, in many of which Mr. D. had laboured, and his 
preaching been greatly blessed, yet did these things excite UtUe atten- 
tion or interest compared with the book. 

Mr. Duffield took no part in the discussion about the appointment of 
a committee, till the close, when he arose and objected to the consti- 
tutionality of the procedure, and complained, that notwithstanding 
the fraternal intimacy which once subsisted between them, Mr* James 
Williamson should have never called to see him, and converse with 
him on the subject, though he had regretted to some of Mr. Duffield's 
people, and expressed his convictions thai he held dangerous errorsj 
strangely inconsistent with his declarations in Presbytery. Mr. Wil- 
liamson replied that he had been prevented Irom doing so by various 
circumstances until recently, when he was repelled by Mr. Duffield. 
Mr. D. replied that he had indeed refused to have a conversation with 
Mr. Williamson, but he wished Presbytery to know the circumstances* 
Although he (^Mr. D.) and Mr. Williamson had supped together the 
previous evening, and had walked together to th6 church, Mr. W. had 
never said a word till just at the hour for assembling in Presbytery, 
and at the very door of the church, through which people were en- 
tering, and when, about himself to pass round the house, Mr. W. 
said, '^Brother Duffield, I wish to have a little conversation with you $" 
to which Mr. D. replied, "Brother Williamson, I would have been glad 
to have seen you at my house, and to have conversed with you previ- 
ously to having acted m the case, but now it is too late." Mr. D. a^ain 
^complained that he Mr. W* should have deplored to a member of his 
(Mr.D^s) church the dreadful heresy of Mr. D., and his close commu- 
nion with one or two disaffected members of his cha^. To this 
second statement Mr. W. made no reply. He had previously denied 
that he called Mr. D* a heretic The resolution appointing a committee 



to review the book was passed. Mr. Williamsou was made chairman; 
the appointing power having been exercised by Mr. McFarlane. 

Mr. D. gave notice of his intention to complain to Synod. The 
resolution certainly was highly improper, for it was vrrtually exciting 
suspicions and prejudices against Mr. D. and his book, before the lat- 
ter had circulated— preventing him from any opportunity, to defend 
himself, and assuming the very thing of which proof ought previously 
to have been exhibited, that there existed any such crying-fame as the 
Book of Discipline, chap. '3, sec. 5, describes, the spirit of which and 
of the 4th section of chap. 4, and of the 13th and 14th sections of 
chap. 5, have been violated. 

The appointment of Mr, James Williamson on that committee, and 
its chairman too, and his consenting to act, after what had just tran- 
spired; and the manner in which,in private^hehad prejudged both the 
book and Mr. D., was* also highly improper. He was not a fit person to 
investigate it under the circumstances in which he was placed. 

In my nejt I shall notice the proceedings of Presbytery at their 
meeting in June when the committee reported. 

Affectionately your friend, &c. 



IiETTER II. 

Mt Dear Friend, 

It was a sentiment expressed by you in one of our interviews, 
that the character of the proceedings of the Presbytery at their 
adjourned meeting to hear the report of their committee appointed 
*'/o review*^ Mr. Duffield's book, would depend very much upon that 
of the late General Assembly, You were confident that if the 
brethren of the New School should have the majority, and conduct 
business with that decision and forbearance which characterize themi 
especially if they should divide the Philadelphia Presbytery, and 
effectually resist schismatic efforts to dismember the Presbyterian 
Church, there would not be so much Zealand acrimony manifested in 
the proceedings that might grow out of that report In this opinion you 
were not mistaken. 

The Presbytery, wifh the exception of eleven members, were in 
attendance at the time and place to which they stood adjourned--a 
singular and I believe unprecedented circumstance in the history of this 
Presbytery, who have always been opposed to joro re nata and interme- 
diate meetings. The lack of their clerical members was supplied by 
an unusually full representation of lay delegates, some of whom I 
feel confident never had read the book on which they undertook to sit 
in judgment, 'and one of whom had to be ronsed occasionally from sleep 
to vote. The Moderator of Presbytery, Mr. McFarlane, though appoint- 
ed to open Presbytery with a discourse, was/absent, having passed with 
his family through Shippensbttrs but a few days previously, on his way 
to Cincinnati, as I learn. Mr. Moody was appointed in his place. Not 



miich business was done beside the consideration of the report. Dr. 
How was dismissed to join the Dutch Glassis, to which the congrega- 
tion that had recently giv^n him a call, belonged. Mr. Fuljerton, a 
member of the committee was absent, in consequence ' of ill health, 
and it is said took no part in preparing the report. It has not his sig- 
nature. Alter the report had been read conjointly by Mr. James 
Williamson, and Mr. McGinly, the other member of the committee, 
it was accepted, and then, on motion, it was proposed to hear it read 
again, by items, with a view to its adoption, or rejection,or amendment. 
It is divided into twelve principal sections^ which the committee have 
headed Dootrincis!! Here a debate commenced, Mr. De Witt and 
Mr. McKnight objecting to- the procedure, and the former proposing 
that the*'review" be printed, and every member furnished with a copy 
of itf with a view to the careful ei^aratnation of it, and of the extracts 
made from the book^ but their objections and su^estions were 
overruled. 

Mr, DiiffieJd sia.ttd that he complained of the whole procedure, and 
would take no part in the discussions; and said that if the. Presbytery 
would converse together in a brotherly way, about the differing views 
of their members, in relation to the doctrines contained in his book, 
or their exposition of the Confession, he would cheerfully enter into 
it; and that there was no sentiment he held, that he was unwilling his 
brethren should know; but that if they- would undertake to sit, as he 
conceived, tmconstitutionally^ as judges in the case^ he must object to 
it. The clause of the Constitution, which gives Presbytery power to 
condemn erroneous doctrines, cannot be constructed so as to prove 
their right "to review" and condemn a book, which is the production 
of one of their own body; nor are the cases of Craighead and Davis 
cited from the Digest at all parallel. If the Presbytery had selected 
doctrines abstractly, having no more relation to Mr. D. than any one 
else, and condemned them, according to their statement, as held by 
New School men, or any sec^t, they might have pleaded that clause in 
the Constitution. But as it was, Mr. D. alleged that the Presbytery, 
had, as a bench of literary judges^ appointed a committee *Ho review'' 
his book, and thus assumed a power never given to them in the Con- 
stitution, and that the commttteey by reporting their censures and ex- 
pressing to Presbytery their convictions as to the dangerous errors ad" 
vocated by the author^ had also assumed powers which Presbytery had 
not given to them, having been appointed merely *'to review" or **ex- 
amine" "the book." Mr./. Williamson submitted a paper which, he 
said, was the resolution under which the committee acted, and which 
corresponded with what the committee have themselves stated in their 
report they were appointed to do, viz. "to inquire if any, and if anyi 
what erroneous doctrines are contained in the book entitled Dufiield on 
Regeneration, which require the attention of Presbytery." Mr. 
Dumeld said he knew nothing of that paper, or of the committee's 
version of the resolution of Presbytery. It spoke for itself, and stood 
QA record, and vvas the thing of whicn he complained. To amend it, 
or accommodate it to the committee's report, was too late. He had 
the copy of the minutes authenticated by the clerk, and would un- 
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qaestionablj objeet to any alteration of the record. To -him it wit 
altogether a novel procedure to introduce a slip of paper^ as the right 
minute of Presbytery when the records were before them; had been 
read, and re-read, and regularly adopted as the history of their tran- 
sactions; and especially so, in a case of which a design to complain 
was regularly at the time made known to Presbytery. After ^his no- 
thing turther was said about the record, except that Mr. Williamson 
remarlced that he did certainly understand it agreeably to his version 
of it, and that had beeii the view the committeeliad taken of it. Be- 
fore the Presbytery proceeded to read "the review" the second time, 
it was agreed to have an interlocutory meeting, during which, as a 
simple suspension of Presbyterial business on a motion for recess, Mr* 
Williams expressed his desire, that the committee and Mr. Dujffield 
might converse together; which meeting it was determined should last 
ot^e hour only. It was proposed by some member of Presbytery, that 
they should be cdone, during the meeting, when instantly some of the 
spectators began to withdraw.* Mr. Duffield objected to any sitting 
inconeiave in relation to him, and said that he car^ not if the universe 
were present, and would not submit to be thus treated as a culprit 
The proposition was accordingly withdrawn, and the spectators were, 
■allowed to remain. 

Mr. Duffield inquired of the committee, whether in their observa* 
tions about his views of life, they used the words '*state" and "princi- 
ple," which they had connected by the particle "or," as synonymous^ 
- or meant by those words to convey different ideas, for he confessed 
tbat he really could not understand the language of the committee. 
Mr. McGinly said they did not use them as synonymous. Mr. D. 
then observed, that he was then at a still greater loss to know what 
the committee meant, for they actually spoke, if such were the fact, of 
^ACTIONS being the consequences of a state ! I Mr. J. Williamson 
^1^ endeavoured to explain, biit he showed that he did in effect use the 
word state as synonymous with principle. Mr. Duffield then asked 
Jdr. Williamson if the committee would say whether they believed 
that life is an essence^ or. substance^ or cause^ per se, (of itself,) having 
power to produce actions sui generis (of its own sort?) One or two 
of the members of Presbytery occasionally whispered somewhat to 
him, but after repeated demands of Mr. Duffield on Mr. WiHiamsoa. 
to keep to the point, the question was left unanswered. Mr. Wil- 
liamson talked of the union of soul and body, and such a state conse- 
quent on that union as to produce vital actions. Mr. Duffield said 
the question had no reference to soul and^body at all, nor was it ne- 
cessary to make any reference to them in order to answer the ques- 
tion. An answer yes or no was all that was necessary. That answ^ 
he could not obtain, and the hour liavingexpired, the Presbyterv pro- 
ceeded to read and discuss the report. JPreviously, however, Mr. De 
Witt and Mr. Duffield gave notice that they would not participate in 
the discussions. 

I had neglected to mention that the motion to proceed to the read- 
ing of the report by items was made by Mr. Williams, to which ori- 
^nally were apfptnded die words, <<with a view to hnn$ diai^t against 



the autiior.'' It was moved to amend the retolation bj ttrikinf oat 
these words. On this^ motion the yeas and nays were called, and they 
stood 22 in Eftvoor, and 3 against striking out. Thus by a formal vote, 
the Presbytery, proceeding to judge the eri-oneous doctrines* alleged by 
the committee to be, contained in Mr. Dufficld's book, disavowed any 
intention to bring oharges against him. They, therefi^re, were not act- 
ing in the preliminary process as judges deciding on the relevancy of 
charges. 

Whatever may have been the cause I will not pretend to say» but 
that night the pastor of the church, the Rev. Henry R. Wilson, had 
to officiate at the regular weekly lecture, for which the Presbytery 
stood adjourned till the next day, and he subsequently complained 
before all, that he could get none of them to preach. It would seem 
that the business of the day had not rendered them willing or desirous 
to conttuct the religious exercises of a worshipping assembly, and ad- 
dress dyin^ souls in the name of Jesus Christ: a sad comment on the 
whole affair. You will not^ however^ be surprised at such a circum- 
stance, that of all the members of a Presbytery met to condemn the 
doctrine that the Spirit regenerates through the truth, there should 
not have been found one, beside the pastor, who was v^illing to preach 
the truth, when I give you an account of the extraordinary sentiments 
•—I had almost said something harsher— -expressed by the principal 
speaker, who seemed to be the mouth-piece of the Presbytery. 
In the mean time farewell. 

Affectionately your friend. 



IiCTTER III. 

My Dear Friend, * 

This and my subsequent letters shall contain a brief abstract o^ 
the debate, if such it may be called, during the second reading of the 
committee's report, together with occasional remarks OA sentiments 
quoted. 

As to the introduction of the report, and the interpretation which 
the committee had put upon the language of the Presbytery's resolution 
foi^ tlieir appointment, nothing was said. The report itself is divided 
into twelve heads, marked ^^Doctrines" by the committee, but with 
what judgment as to classification, and discernment as to collateral 
^sentiments I will not undertake to judge. 

The principal speaker on the occasion was Mr. Williams, at present 
without pastoral charge^ and who at the time a call addressed to Mr. 
J. Kennedy, late of Philadelphia, was presented to Presbytery from 
the people among whom he had laboured for many years, gave, as. I 
have been told, a very lamentable account of the state of personal and 
family religion among them, even doubting whether the worship of God 
was maintained in the families of the ^reat mass of professors. He 
generally rose from his chair, and wHh an air of giDeat paternity, 
stationea himself in a very conspicuous spot wheneve^ he, was about 
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!• addrm th^ Vrmhjiiery. > This mtj Ktre be«n owibg to llodil j 
iitfirmttj; but its appeanmoe was magisterild. He utmSi perfectlt 
familiar with the report* and spoke often, *^s ivith autbotity.'' ft 

' would have been difiicalt to have asceitained the object o( the speakef 
to be olher than to coDctemn the book. The author's words wi^fe never 
adrerted to, nor the connexion in which the committee's eitra^ts 
Stood. ' Nor was there anj thing like argument or discussion, in knf 
of the speeches that were made, with perhaps one or two exceptions, 
which jou will discover from the following, which I sub^t to ^ouf being 
aided m mjr recollections bj notes which were taken at the time from 
the lips of the speakers. 

Under the first head, which notices Mr. Duffield's definition of life^ 
there was more of something like dUeUdidon, and a greater number of 
speidcers, than durine any period of the subsequent eonsideration of 
the report Mr. Wwunns said, 1st, ^Hbat as the author confessed the 
subj^ot of life to be mysterious, and advanced his definition as aft 
appTOximcdion to it, it was in eSbct an apfjrdximation to what he did 
not know, and therefin*e inconsistent for him to attempt to define it.'* 
Strailge logic indeed you will exclaim. Wh&t is Mt*. Williams's defi-^ 
nition of Regeneration, but kA approlimation to what cotifessedfy he 
does not know? and yet he thinks he can consistently enough undef<^ 
take to define it'^with all that blass of theologians to which he 
belongs — ^as the implantation of a pfmdple of spirituid life in the soul, 
by the Almighty creative power of the Spirit of Gk>d. You perceive 
his play on words. It was a weak attempt to be witty, and to give a 
smart cut, by using the author's words in a sense different from that in 
which he had done himself. Mr* Duffield confessed that on the sub* 
ject of life, as well as every other which relates so directly to the 
aeency of God, there is a great deal of mystery in the tinng — some- 
what that we cannot know, because inscrutable, and consequently a 
definition of it cannot be perfect. This arises out of th^ nature of 

., tiie thing itself^ just as we say, for the same'reasoti, we cannot with 
perfect accuracy define God. But who will pretend to say, that as 

far as our knowledge and observation do or can extend, that may not 
be done? And yet Mr. Williams tried to play off* a smart turn lipoil 
a word, so as to represent Mr. Duffield, as inconsistent, by undertak- 
ing to define a thing about which he knew nothing* I know j^ou Will 
blush at such a miserable sophism for the man that employed it 

He (Mr. WUHums) said, 3d, <«that it was a mere philosophical 
Question at any rate, as to the nature of life, and he aid not knoir 
whether the definition does or does not vary from the standards* 
because they do not define it." Of course then, it was Hot a lAatter 
about which the Presbytery, as a court of Ghrist» Beiing under those 
stmdetrds^ could consistently sit in jodgmeni In doing so, they acted 
is a bench of literary judges, or a -socie^ of philosophers, and assumed 
to themselvespowers not delmted to iHem in the constitution. 

He'flelilared, 3d, /nhat no]Miysiolagist ever yet confined the defini* 
titm of life to oefton, until the author attempted to do it^' Here is ft 
specimen nf want of discernment, or , misrepresentation. Mr. Duf- 
fteld does not In hiabook a^r, ttet life ccmetotir, in «'attiofts/^ nerdjr 
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oritetriicilj, m Mr. Williaiiui intimated. . M\ the qutlifyiiig ideM i^ 

th« definition^ Mr. Williamfft end the oommittee, end eU the speakers 
left out of view. He (Mr. W) attributed to Mr. Duffiield a definitioei 
of life noiinhii book^ and then said» according to his garbled ^e^unt 
lof it, (selecting but one word oi^t of the definition) no YmysiQlogist ev)&r 
defined it so, till Mr. Duffield attempted to do it! Naj^ sir, neither 
has Mr. D. attempted to do sow Take the whole definUion, and not 
a part, if you have aught to object to Mr. D.*s definition. If Mr. 
Williams should cl^oose to define life, and say that it was a subst$ince 
created by God, possessing power to produce viti^l actiops,and jsliould 
represent him as saying that life ia a ^^ubstance/' and then go and 
draw my inferences, predicating life of every substance, to show the 
absardity of 3uch a definition, fshoi^ld feel that I was justly chai^- 
at>le with a wai^it of intellect, or of moral honesty. , And yet I ipight 
as consistently do this, as he has taken the word * ^actions'' out of 
Mr. Duffield^s definition, and Reasoned as thou^ Mr.D. made Bimple» 
abstract, unqualified action^a to be life. 

fie (Mr. friUiam$) observed, 4th, 'Hhat although Mr.Dul^eld's defi- 
nition of life, did not properly fall under notice, as not being contain- 
ed in the Confession; yet, because of the use which the author had 
made of it, in thtUlutUtation oi some essential doctrines, it deserved 
attention and censure,'' ^ Here is putting a man down by authority, 
with a witness. Do we indeed live in a tree coun.try, and have we a 
pigbt ta think foe ourselves? Or is it all a dream? Muat a man b^ 
attended to and censured for his Hlmtrationa of a doctrine? jBut 
this is what the Carlisle Presbytery have done with regard to MrDuf- 
^Id. Because he has questioned the accuracy of certain philosophi- 
cal views of the nature of life^ according to which some old divines 
illustrated Regeneration, and undertaken to suggest another, and to 
exercise the very same liberty they have done, ne must be censured 
|tndputd(^wn! . Is the philosophy of Owen and others then to be 
the standard? And is a man to be pronounced, and condemned, as a 
heretic., because he rejects ft, and finds it convenient to illuslraie 
Segeoeration according to another view, and for anj thing that has as 
yet appeared, a more correctview of the nature of life? Verily, things 
ap« coming to a sad pass, if ministers of Christ are to be censured w 
their illustrations of truth. JL«et us get back into the days of darkness 
imd monasticUm^and forge chains to bind the human mind, and deprive, 
it of the liberty of thinking. A more proper couraej would tutve been, 
to j^ve shown, by calm»dispassionate argument, the inaccuracy of Mr* 
ip.^s definitiop,if inaccurate, or to have selected the positive assertions 
that were erroneous, and not his UlustrcUiona or the use he has made 
of his definitions- 
Mr* ^^fiatntf, 5tb, ^'objected to the exposition of Regeneration by^ 
Y^ferei^oe to any physiological view^ of life whatever." Then must h$ 
4|3ver attempt to explain it at all as th^ scriptnres denominate it lif/^ 
Idtfyhim to speak ten sei^tences according to bis views of Regene- 
ration without having recourse to physiology-«>yea a disputed point ia 
plv^iojogy w» assumed, vi^. that there is ^ucn a thing as a vital princi- 
ple. Bjat Mr^ Williams asA ihe old di^inep, must oe at liberty jto Ufe 
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at much phjsiolorjr as they please, in the exposition of Regeneration-^ 
only Mr. Duffieia must not; for he questions the accuracy of their 
physiological illustrations of Regeneration.- It may do very vftU, 
after men have entrenched themselves behind their own physiological 
views, to object to one, who differs froin them, undertaking to illustrate 
Regeneration by any physiological views of life whatever. Such 
dogmatism, however, will not do. People will think, and according to 
what their views of life, will be their view of Regeneration, since the 
Bible uses terms, that of necessity lead them to run an analogy 
between natural and spiritual life. 

Mr. W. 6th« ^'Remarked that the author made the life of God to 
consist in actions, and thus deranged our notions of His physical 
beii^." It is easier to make assertions than to prove them. Mr. 
]>umeld does no such thing. He denies that ever we conceive of God 
as possessing a principle of vitality in himself, distinct from His 
essence as tne cause of his actons, — a very different it)ea indeed from 
that attributed to him by Mr. Williams. What Mr. W.'s notions of 
the ^'physical being" of God are, he did not say, and must himAlf 
explain. His language, which is correctly reported, is to me unintelli- 
gible. ^ ^ ^ » 

After Mr. Williams, Mr. Keller alleged, that if life consisted in 
''abstract actions," it destroyed identity, and that man had no life 
till he was dead. He was every instant changing, and never two 
moments the same. The definition militated againse the principles of 
philosophy. It destroys the action of philosophy. There must be 
some cause. of actions — some substratum which the definition does 
not recognize. If life consisted in actions, then perpetual motion is 
life. The definition strikesat the foundation of theCnri»»tian religion. 
What is to be sanctified? Nothing in man, if this definitioa be 
correct. 

It may be proper to observe, that as Mr. Duffield does n(^ make ,. 
life to consist in abstract actions, all this reasoning is iust bea^^iqg' 
against the air. It may apply to those that do, but not to Mr. Duffield. 
£ut'the truth is, it is too mystical and profi)und for me. I have yet to 
learn what is the ^^actionof philosophy" and what aubatance there is 
in man which needs to be sanctified, and what sort of process the 
sanctifying process is, which relates to what is in man. The Bible 
teaches that God will be satisfied with right exercises and acts. What 
doth the Lord thy God require of thee, &c. Micah vi. 8^ Nothing else; 
nothing away back in the soul of man . Philosophy may require more, 
but I respect not its demands. The word and will of God are enough 
for me. 

Mr. 0/»}'^ea<:7thoUKht dreadful consequences would flow from this 
definition of life. It the book were a treatise on physiology, it could 
not be censured. Presbytery would have no right to ndtjce it But 
as it is connected with other things, then had, according to this 
definition, man lost his actions by his fall!! Its tendency is to 
mislead." 

I need scarcely direct you to the absurditj (tf such reasoQin^. All 
fte speakers betrayed a great want of discnmination. Surely if they 
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had carefifllj read the hook, it would* have heen impossible to have 
made such mistakes, as they did, and to have attribated to Mr. 
Dofiield a defiuitiou of life as unlike to his as one is to twelve. 

.Mr. Kmntdif said, ^Hhat the definition supposed the existence of a 
multitude of effects without a cause." 

Not so: — ^the effects, all constituting the life of a creature, are the 
result of many instrumental causes, as tbey have efficiency from the 
great first cause, the Almighty Spirit. To infer the existence of one 
specific cause mgenm^ (oHtsown sort), for such a multitude of ever- 
varying effects, is not philosophical. 

Mr.Abine(/y said also, *Hhat the theory, at first view to him, resem- 
bled that of Hume and Berkely» but he saw that the author did not 
accord with them in his chapter on the substantiality of the soul. Yet 
he did not deem that a sufficient cause. 

He (Mr. Kennedy) evidentlv believed in the existence of a vital 

Srinciple. Is he aware that there is a very striking resemblance in 
lis idea to the system of Drs. Grew and Cadworth, who advocated 
the system oS a vital principle* or a plastic nature, which M. Boyle 
conceived, and we think not unjustly, to favour ' atheism? The 
existence of such a vital principle was assumed by every speaker. 
Nothing was said by any one to prove that there t«, in rba'lity, any 
nich thing. Surely a grave PresbyterV, when discussing such a sub- 
ject ought to have met the merits of the question, and if Mr. Duffield 
incorrectly denies the existence of such a principle, proved it had an 
existence* But it is much easier to exert authority, than to reason; 
and the substitution of authority for truth is by no means uncommon, 
as Bacon has observed. Mankind^ however, at the present day are 
not thus to be held in dominion. That Superstitious reverence for 
the clei|;y which once made men adopt their words as laws, is happily 
at an eoa. Proofs argument^ must be given, and not the dogmas of 
aay man, or decrees of any Presbytery. 

For the present adieu, 

Tour sincere friend. 



IiETTER IT< 

Mt Dear Fkikkd, 

Ii^ my last I gave you an account of the most important and 
pertinent remarks made by the different members of Presbytery who 
spoke relative to Mr. Duffield's definition of life. Thej o/i attributed 
to him a definition of life, viz. that it consists, in ^^tions''— simply, 
abstractly, which is not in the book, and in doing which they there- 
fore did him as much injustice, as they displayed ignorance of the 
book. 

The second item, in which the Presbytery accuse Mr. Duffield with 
teaching, that the soul of the child is derived '^extraduce'^^ (that is by 

eneration,) from the soul of the parent, received but little attention, 
r, WiBian^ was -principal speaker. He reprobated the idea of in- 
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troda^ioC ip^citU^ong of fuah n chumcttr^-^ut h^JRin^i ^w tkfit 
iheg w$r6 taught ir^ th^ book or held by the author^ nor evf q i^tt^mpi 
it The oommitte^ have not daj:;ed to doit* though they fa^ve tri«(|[ 
to insinuate iti Mr. Duffield, in one place, i« combatting Ibe idea th&t 
all souls were created at once when Adam's was, and sajs that battel? 
proof than what has been submitted on that subject is requisite to en- 
title it to credit; and shows from scripture that God's ageocj is pro* 
fessedly exerteo in the production of human souls throu^ the genera^ 
tbnsof men in «pme way or othet^^lmt does not My how or when^-*-* 
in connexion with the formation of the body. . In another place, ^on-» 
ducting an argument on another point, he gives all the force to hi^ an- 
tagonist's objection that it can haye, and tb^n denies that if th§ idi^ji 
of the soul's being derived from the parent wasadmittedf the conse* 
j[uence contemplated would follow. And vet the Presbytery would 
insinuate that he taught the doctrine!! Could they not reason? I 
can scarcely find language adequate to express mv views of tiio 
disingeniousness and cruelty or— but I forbear-— -oi such conduct* 
They must have been hard run indeed, to endeavour in this way to 
make a charge of constructive heresy, and by the bve, on a JK>int as 
to which the Confession of Faith says nothing. If this looks pot Uke 
the absence of fraternal regard, I know not M^at does. 

Under the third item, which notices Mr. Dul&eld'a vkwa with 
r^rd to the image of God in which man was created, Mr. WUHamf 
.apiin was principal speaker. He wondered whether Mr. Dul^eUL 
taught the materialUy of God I He spake with great Bolemniiy^ as 
ai^rently designing to express bis horror at ^Hhe impiety" of th# 
author's sentiments* Hara language tib^at, to use a^nst a brothert 
especially when you know, that there is no such idea, directly or 
indirectly,or by any fair principle of interpretation of lao^uage,iniplied 
in Mr. Duffield's book. Mr. I)uffield die£Overs,as be thinks, are^eni^ 
blance between God the three in one. Father, Son and Holy Ghost, 
and man, as he is a moral individual, uniting in himself three distinct 
and independent orders tf life, animal, vegetable, and spiritual. Some 
old divines have thought that man, as he is composed of three parts, 
**body,soul,and spirit," according to the New Testament, and yet but 
one being, furnished a representation of the Trinity in Unity; but I 
have never beard that aaj one ever iosagiiled they taught, that God 
had a body, soul, and spirit, or that he was material, x et the. Pres- 
bytery's opdcs have discovered something like it in Mr. Ouffield'li 
book. It isAo uncommon thing for men easily to see what they wish 

to see. 

Mr. Thomas Poston is lar more gross on tiiis sul^ect than Mr. Puf* 
field, for he says, that the image of God, which he saya was seated 
in the soul of man, ^^shcme forth also in hi» body 9 which had a wondarful 
beauty in it." You midit with more propriety say, that Boston 
taudit that God had a body, than the Presbytery have charged Mn 
Nuffield with teaching that God is material. But you say* ]wr. Wil- 
liams has' midv^ and the committee have $mi so, attd the JPresb^* 
tery have aoU so» and ticr^ors it most be spr Truet. thc^ have i(m 
90, but aU the Iqgic they have, will not pcoiw it. Aii4 ^pkiiig p«o« 
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pl« Will wkxd a lltfl^ mote than thdr word for it. Prore ib^j^ifore it* 
HVttetiA 8ir8# 

Hi6 fourth section of the committee'^ report was adopted irithont a 
titi^le remark. Mr. Williams, at the ttme, had gone up into the puU 

E't atid M^aS busy writing. In that section, the committee accuse Mr. 
uffield of teaching, that Adam stood lite representative of his pos- 
ttti'ity in no othet sttise^ than the first animals and vegetiibles did to 
their I'cspective progenies. They quoted in proof of their assertioft^ 
a great mafi^ passages, in which Mr. Duffield traces and illustrates, 
that great principle of the di^ne government, according to wMch.one 
betftg is evolved from another. Some of their auotattons, are by no 
means in proof of their allegation. But thev nav^e designedly shut 
their eyes upon what occurs in Mr. Duffield's book, pages S87-*8* 
•*Most undeniably, it is agreeable to the constitution which He (Ood) 
ordained with ourfirSt parents, thatfAetVacf of rebellion against him- 
self, ehould ht/pUowtd with the death of all thetf progeny. ^^ "This 
death and depravity of his offsprings therefore^ may be very'appropri- 
atelr called thepum9hiritrd of his sin, or the penalty annesea to that 
mat mo;tal constitution which God had ordained with him as the 
head and parent of the human family.'' Similar and more pointed 
declaratiens occur in pages ^02, 305, S06.. And yet the t^resbytery 
say, Mn Duffield teaches In Ins book, that Adam stood related to hii 
ffi%\Ji^\\xy only as thHr anirml parent!! Such an Oversight is ui^ar*- 
donable. Possibly it was not an oversight, for I observed that on one 
occasion^ when Mr. 7. Williamson was reading an extract from Mf . 
D.'s book, he stopped in the middle of a sentence, and skipped over 
several important qualifying ideas, which Mr. Duffield called upon 
bitft to read, but he replied It was not necessary. Not a member of 
the Presbytery had the hook in their hands, as far as could be observ- 
ed» nor did any one refer to it. Such conduct did not become judges. 
And what confidence can the public place in a body of men, that will 
thus act and thus speak? The truth is, Mrl Duffieki denies that we 
personally partake m the ci^t and crime of Adam's sin,' in' opposition 
to the views of some Calvlttistic divines who taught, that we were all 
temindUy in him, that is, parts of his very person, as the seeds are 
part of the tree, and that being thuS in him, we did actually sin along 
with him, and became in our oum proper persons^ partekers of his 
Qtt etnd crime. He does not teach tluit we do not suffer the conse- 
quences of Adam's sin, and 'that, bj virtue of our connexion with 
mmi^ but he denies anytbiac like seminal and commercial representa'- 
tion hi this matter. The Confession of Faittv "teaches no such doc* 
trine^ The Biblical Repertory at Prtncctpn, conducted bv the pro* 
fessors there, have denied that we partake of the act and crime of 
Adalii'i ^n. Dr. Green has given it up in a late number of the Chris- 
trah Advocate. And yet fbr teaching iostthisverjr thing, the Presbytery 
of Carlisle, condemn Mr. Duffield's book! I feel strongly inciined 
to believe, &at the chairman of the committee knew yrety little about 
the matter, or the Presbytery either, when he led them, and they all 
followed after him, into such an esrmous blander. If I mistake 
Aot^ Mr. Dttffiekl will make them all blush for their ignorance yet. 
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Under the fifth head, the Prcsbyterjr, so fir as I can understand^, 
represent Mr. Duffield as den^ng the imputation of sin. Mr. Wil- 
liams still was in the pulpit writing, when this was read. Mr. Ken- 
nedy expressed a doubt, whether Mr. Duffield entertained the senti- 
ments, which the committee attributed to him, and assigned his 
reasons for so doubting, bj referring to the book and quoting pass- 
ages, and claimed that no advantage should be taken from insulated 



passages. 



Mr. JTe/fer, however, thought that the Presbjtery. were under no 
obligations to be influenced by the inconmtmcxee of the author. If 
they found in a single sentence, a sentiment at variance with the 
standards, ^bej had the right, and were bound to express their dis- 
approbation. 

Mr. Olmstead concurred with Mr. Keller. 

Mn jrenn€£?y alleged, that it was but right to compare the senti- 
ments of an author with himself, in order to ascertain his meaning, 
and not take disjointed extracts j-rthat we could in this way, make 
the very Bible contradict itself and teach falsehood. But his judi- 
cious remarks were all lost ©a the Presbytery. The fifth section was 
adopted. In that section they represent Mr. Duffield as teaching, that 
the sin of Adam was only the occasion of his posterity's sinning— that 
he denied imputation. Now this is not the fact, as Mr. Kennedy 
showed. Mr. Duffield denies that the death of infants is the pumsn- 
ment inflicted on them for any crimma/ participation, on their part, in 
the act and ill desert or crime of Adam's sin. He contends that this 
forms no part of imputation, and in a speech that he made . after all 
was done, quoted the following words from Calvin, to show that even 
Calvin himself did not consider this a part of the doctrine of the im- 
putation of sin. Calvin's words are, "Neither is that an obligation 
or accountableness for another's fault It is not to be understood as 
though, we ourselves, innocent and undeserving, should sustain the 
blame of his (Adam's) transgression." 

After the committee had read the sixth section, Mr. Williams de- 
scended fcpm the pulpit, and offered a resolution embracing the fourth 
and fiftlf ii«ms of the report, as though he did not knoW the Presby- 
tery had already passed resolutions on the subject There was no mo- 
tion made to reconsider what had been done: butsome conversation took 
place, in which it was suggested, that he should so modify his motion 
as to embrace the sixth section; and after that, it was agato suggested 
by Mr. James Williamson, that it might as well embrace the seventh. 
The motion prevailed. Mr. Williams ascended the pulpit, and Pres- 
bytery went on with the reading. Nothing was said by any member 
as to either the sixth or seventh section. 

The sixth section charges Mr. Duffield with denying the doctrine of 
original sin, and this is substantially the same charge, as the Presby- 
tery themselves have interpreted it in the seventh section, but by a 
strange fatality, they have in reality denied that there is such athmg 
as physical depravity^ and attempted to vindicate the authors whom 
Mr. Nuffield quote as teaching it, as having teen misrepresented by 
him. Mr. Duffield denies physical depravity, that is, that depravity 
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cau be predicated properly of simple being. The Presbyter j have in 
reality done the same. There is, therefore, no difference between 
them. All that Mr. Duffield opposes, is physical depravity. If the 
Presbytery are afraid to avow their belief of it, why censure him? 
Yet the committee say that sin inheres in man and is born with him 
into this world, while they deny physical depravity! Verily, their 
denial is good for nothing. ' If the Presbytery believe in physical de- 
pravity, they oaght to acknowledge it liKe men that are not ashamed 
or afraid to let their sentiments be known. I have no doubt that such 
a doctrine is as great a departure from the standards, as any thing in 
Mr. Duffield's book. 

By physical depravity, neither Mr. Duffield, nor any that use the 
phrase, mean material depravity — corruption of the body — but he 
means whatever in the simple being is represented as the efficient 
cause of sin, so as, that sin is rendered necessary by the very consti- 
tution of nature. He denies that sin exists in the simple constitution 
of man's being, as poison does in that of the serpent, or a thirst for 
blood in that of the wolf. Because this would be to make God the 
author of sin, and afford just ground for wicked men to say, as they 
actually do when reproved for their sins, '^I cannot help it, I am just 
what God made me.'' 

The Confession is directly opposed to this doctrine. It says, ^'all 
sin, both original and actual, ^s) a transgression of the iaw." A 
transgression is an act of the will. Of such acts^ and of the charac- 
ter acquired by them, is depravity predicable, not of simple being, 
nor^ anything resident in man's being, as a cause of transgression. 
If we Presbytery teach otherwise, they are as wide from the stand- 
ards* as they are from the Bible. They talk of a "principle," "bias," 
'^inclination," with which the child is born, and wnich they say is sin, 
contrary to what the Bible teaches, Romans, iv. 15, '*Where there is 
no law, there is no transgression." And y. 13: but more especially, 
1 John, iii. 4. "Sin is the transgression of the law." In exact accord- 
ance with this, is the definition of sin in the Larger and Shorter Cate- 
chism. They do indeed, also introduce the idea of a want of con- 
formity to the law as being sin:-— but what is that want of conformity? 
It is the not doing what the law requires, for the Larger Catechism is 
sufficiently explicit in teaching that the design and use of the law is 
us a rule to regulate the conduct of a reasonable creature. But not 
to meet the requisitions of the law— not to conform to its demands, is 
just as much an act of will, as to violate its prohibitions. .. The Bible 
teaches nothins about principle or bias in man that is nn, irrespective of 
his voluntary deeds, or refusal to obey. If, however, there is such a 
thing as a principle or bias which is sin, it must be in the child, or 
not at the moment of birth. If it is in the child, then it must be in 
body or soul, or both. If in either, it is properly physical, that is, it 
has an existence in a created substance, which as yet hai» not put forth 
one characteristic nioral act. If this be the case, then God created 
it He is the author of sin, and the child sins by physical necessity. 
Poor little being is damned for doing what it could no more help do- 
ing, than getting hungry, or cryins; when it first cama into the world. 
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Horrible doctrine!*— *that God should create a bein^, and by his own 
creative act» make '^sin inhere" in it, and damn it for sinning after 
all this! Monstrous! Monstrous! And jet this is the doctrine of 
physical depravity. Do the Presbytery teach it? Unquestionably 
they do, if they say that "sin inheres" in us before we are capable of 
actmg. No wonaer they have had no revivals of religion to report, 
till this doctrine has been assailed, or at least till they ceased to 
preach it. If they deny that sin is in us physically, or literally speak- 
ing, and use the expressions metaphorically, it is the very doctnne of 
Mr. Duffield's book. 

I must tax your patience with a few communications yet, before X 
have compliea fully wilii your requests. 

Farewell at present. 



I^ETTER T. 

Mt Dear Friend. 

The resolution of Mr. Williams was modified by him, so as to em- 
brace the seventh section of the report, and it was substituted by a 
vote for those that in his absence from the business of Presbytery had 




between natural and moral inability, or at least he was the first to bring 
it fully into view. But for his part he made no account of it. Inabil- 
itj, he said^ resides in the soul generally,-^ *'in all its powers as com- 
prised in one complex principle of moral operation." He repeated 
these latter expressions several times, as though they were favourite 
expressions. The soul thus described, he said, was designated in 
the scriptures by the term heart. This term (heart) he said, does 
not refer to the affections only. He believed there was ^HnabUiti/ in 
the affectionsP^ None else spoke. 

The doctrine which Mr. Duffield teaches on the subject of human 
ability, is thts^-^ihat God has created man susceptible oi various emo- 
tions, correspondent with the nature or character of the objects pre- 
sented to the senses, or truths presented to the mind*— that when tliey 
are excited, they incline to various acts, but that before they issue in 
such acts, they must have the consent and concurrence of the will. 
He says, that there is nothing in the physical nature of man which 
renders it impossible for him to love God, to believe his word, or to 
repent of his sins, i. e. that his susceptibilities are Just as capable, in 
so far a9 his physical constitution is concerned, oi beine excited to 
these acts as to any other, but that the things of the world, and sinful 
objects and considerations have acquired the ascendency, so that man 
is unwilling and averse to meet the claims of God . In this state of 
mind, it is morally impossible for him erer to do so, and if left to 
himself, never would believe and repent. But his inability, he says, 
ii wholly moral, conusting in the sinner's aversion, or fixed opposi- 
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lion of will to God and divine things, hot in any physical disability, 
which he calls natural inability. Now if we are not susceptible of 
love to God-— 4iot capable of such an emotion^ it is preposterous, it is 
worse, to command us to love God. If we are destitute of the natu* 
nd capacities which qualify us for believing, repenting, loving, .&c., 
it would be just as rational a procedure to go and preach the gospel to 
wax figures in the shape of men, as to human beings. If man is phy- 
sically disabled, wholly destitute of natural ability to love God, it 
would be no more absurd to require an ox or swine to do so, than to 
urge the scriptural exhortations addressed to us as rational and feeling 
creatures on this subject 

As to Mr. TfiUiams^a ^'complex principle of moral operation," I am 
utterly unable to understand him. They are words without ideas, and 
I should have been much better pleased to have heard hiih substitute 
some other, or attempt to explain them, instead of pepeating them so 
often. Really I can scarcely conceive a collection of^ words so utter- 
ly without meaning. Profound mysticism! It may pass among the 
uneducated and unthinking, as very learned and very aeq)j but it is to 
me nothing but dense and impenetrably fos. I have met the like in 
Owen. Of the same character too, is what he said about * inability in 
the affections." If these words mean any thine, the}[ mean that 
man is constkutionaUy disabled, utterly and absolutely incapable of 
such affections as love to God, hope, fear, joy, sorrow and the like, as 
directed to s{Hritual things. No wonder that he finds it necessary to- 
bring in the naked power of God independent of his truth to convert 
a sinner. I should just as leave sit down and talk to a statue, and 
expect the power of God to create it a new man, as to preach to sin- 
ners physically disabled. I see no difference between them. The 
Confession of Faith teaches no such absurdity. It describes the inabil- 
ity of the sinner to be that of will, and not of physical being. And 
this is the light in which all successful preachers have understood it, 
if not theoreticallyf at least practically, as the whole strain of their 
preaching, their strong appeals, their powerful argumentSf their ten- 
der expostulations all proved. 

It was no little mistake that Mr. TPUliams made in what he said 
about Edwards. If he had read the treatise of Mr, . DufBeld carefully, 
he would have seen the language of Howe, and Twisse, and Ai^stine 
quotedf and if he had read the writings of Howe particularly, he 
would have seen the distinction between natu4ral and moral inability, 
frequently and plainly recognized. But I fear I am undertaking 
what others are more competent to, and hope that you. will excuse tny 
criticisms on Mr. WillianAs's theology. I understand he never had 
a revival of religion during the whole thirty yeart of his ministry, and 
I must confess that if he preached the sentiments he professed in 
Preabjrtery, I am not at all surprised at it. 

After the 9th section, which speaks of the influence of the Spirit^ 
was read, Mr. TViUwma ssid that the author denied that influence 
which supersedes the necessity of the intervention of means, or of 
truth tA a medium. He did indeed use the word immediate, but as 
it had been explained (he did not say where) it. meant nothing mpre 



th4n this grand discovery, that an a^ent acts when he acts ! (Misera^ 
ble sophistry and beneam the dignity of any man. We talk of an 
agency, immediate at the time exerted, and of another when the effect 
is not expected till a train of means have been employed, with the 
introduction of which the agency commenced, and when its immediate 
exercise ceased.) Thus I act immediately when I deliver my instruc- 
tions to my agents and I am said to act again mediately when my 
aeent repairs to the Spot, and delivers the message I have forwarded. 
He (Mr. Williams) said that the position that Regeneration commences 
in faith is false and dangerous error. Here he again spoke with great 
solemnity. He said that in John i. 1£, 13. Regeneration is assigned 
as a cause to account for the existence of faith, (thus making the Bible 
to teach philosophy); ^^faith," be said, |Hs an emanation from Regene- 
ration," and he ^'defied any critic to disprove that this was the cor- 
rect view of the text." 

These you will think to be extraordinary assertions, just what might 
have been expected from one who, 50 years ago, had read the systems 
of that day, and had slept from that till the present time. Mr. 
Buffield has not said that Regeneration commences in faith. He con- 
siders Regeneration an instantaneous thing, done at once and instantly 
as an act of the mind. He does indeed say that faith is the first holy 
act, and with that commences spiritual life. And so says the Bible, 
He that believeth hath everlasting life. He that believeth not is 
condemned. The life that I live is by the faith of the son of God, 
says Paul. Till he believes, he has no life and is not bom again. 
When he believes, he is bom again. Who does not see that as he be- 
lieves he begins to live, and that therefore Regeneration is the com- 
mencement of spiritual life, or the first holy act Mr. Duffield and 
the Bible agree. In exact accordance with this view are those pas- 
sages of the Bible, which say that Regeneration is effected by the 
Spirit through the truth. The truth cannot influence or affect the 
man till it is believed. *'0f his own will begat he us by the word of 
his truth." * 'Begotten again unto a lively hope by the word." I might 
quote many other passages, but it is enough to say, that there is not one 
solitary text, in all the Bible, which teacnes that Regeneration is pro- 
duced by the naked power of God. Whatever power the Spirit exerts, it is 
in and through the truth. The power is applied to the truth, and the tnxih 
as the sword of the Spirit enters the heart. The power is not applied 
directly and indepenaently of the truth to the heart Our Contession 
of Faith does not teach it. The Bible no where teaches it It is a 
philosophical subtility, and we have it in the unintelligible language 
of Mr. Williams himself, '^faithis an emanation from Regeneration." 
I should have been utterly at a loss to know what he meant,or whether 
he had not been teaching physical Regeneration in the grossest manner, 
but for his quotation from John. He says that Regeneration is there 
assigned as the oausi£ of faith. Now the word * 'power" there means 
right and privilege^ and does not denote an efficient cause at all, as 
any tyro in Greek well knows. He challenges every critic to dispr^nfc 
his view of the text That is a strange way of proceeding truly* He 
should have proved his view to be correct It isenou^ to deny it, 
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and the denial can be sustained with ^eat ei^e. The only possible 
ground on which he can ventare to assign Regeneration as the cause 
of faith, is that of inductive philosophy: and this, Dr. Oe Witt, the late 
Dutch professor, has with good sense frankly acknowledged. But are 
we to so to inductive philosophy for the facts of our religion, or are 
they au revealed to faith? Tne truth is, the churches need to have the 
speiUwhich the wretched mist of scholastic divineSt with their indue* 
live philosophy and unintelligible language, has thrown around them, 
taken off, before they will e&ctually awake and evince the power of 
an intelligent, active, and efficient relinon. 

I wish some one would get hold of *Hhe review" and criticise it. 
It is exceedingly obnoxious to severe criticism under this head, and 
will be found to be as miserable « piece of false reasoning, founded on 
garbled extracts, as ever was presented to the attention of a discern- 
ing public* 

With sincere affection. 

Your sincere fnend. 



IiETTER TI, 

Mt Dbah Fbibnd, 

I have taxed your patience, in one or two of my last, with some 
theological reflections which you are as competent to make as I am: 
but I know you will excuse them. They rose spontaneously, as I re- 
called the language held by the chief, and towards the close of the 
debate, tiie oruv speaker. If I transgress hereafter in the same way, 
I know I shall have your indulgence. 

The 10th section was passed over in silence and voted to be correct 
In this section, the Presbytery accuse Mr. Duffield of advancing 
erroneous ideas on the subject of election, and especially in distin- 
guishing between predestination and election. So tar as I can under- 
stand, Mr. Duffield designs to teach (though I think he has not express- 
ed himself with sufficient distinctness on this point) that election, i. e« 
the word ^^election," is generally, universally used to denote those wlui 
are actually brought to God bj the special selecting, distinguishing 
and sovereiffn grace of the Spirit^ and that predestination is &e pur- 
ttMe of God to do so. The word * 'election" occurs six times in the 
New Testament, and always refers to those actually in being, who were 
partakers of salvation. ^'Predestination" does not once occur, but 
^'predestinate" does twice, and "predestinated" also twice. Paul uses 
it as referring to the purpose of God, and does certainly distinguish 
between them, when bespeaks of ^*the purpose of €k)d according to 
election," ikak is, the election accordins to ms purpose. Then is the 
purpose, and then the election, and the election is accordag to previous 
purpose* If both are &e same immanent acts in the divine mind mere- 
ly, there is nodyference between tiiem. And surely every one who 
mds his Bible, knows tiiat the term elect is comnK^ly used, except 
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when it applies to Christ, to denote those, who have actually by the 
^ce of God been made willing to embrace and profess Christ. Can 
it be election where the piersons are not even in existence? There maj 
be the purpose of selection, the choosing one before another as all lay 
open to the Divine mind, but I consider this property to be predestina- 
tion, according as it is laid down in the Confession of Faith. Election 
relates to something as old divines said ad extra^ something without the 
Divine mind. I do not, however, see, that Mr.Duffield has run athwart 
the Confession here, for his object is evidently to prove the perfect 
sovereignty of God, that it is his simple choice that is the prime effi- 
cient cause of spiritual life in all believers. The Presbytery must 
have been ven^ lack uf discrimination, if they did not see this, or 
very ea^r to find heresy to have expressed themselves as they did on 
this subject. 

When the 11th section, which speaks of the human body of Christ, 
was read, Mr, fft//iam« alleged, that the law requires more than duty. 
It has a claim, he said, '^for integrity of nature and holiness of charac- 
ter, as well as duty"-—' 'that without this we could not discharge the 
duty which the law required." This we lost, as he said, in Adam, and 
it must be restored by the Almighty power of God. Moral suasion, 
he said, was moral suasion (a truism,) whether employed by man, or 
devil, or the Spirit The devil had ruined man by moral suasion. 
Any supporting agency of God, in holding up the faculties, and being 
of man, would no more conduce to holiness, than his lifting up a stone 
on high in his hand, and holding it there would make it fly upward. 
There must be a divine power exerted on the soul of man, in giving 
him ability hud integrity of nature^ or he is forever lost. He said, 
that the Greek word na^a 6^tft(, denotes transgression, but ayojuta, 
meant something more, viz. "a depravation of nature,^^ **or toant of 
integrity of nature. ^^ 

Mr. Dumeld asked him if lie accounted ^^nature" and '^character" 
synonymous terms. He said he did not. Mr. Duffield then 
asked nim what he meant by ^^ntegrity of nature," for he could not 
understand the expression. Mr, WiUiams replied exactly in the fol- 
lowing words. He said ''it is not an essence*— not a substance, but 
if you please an- accident!" This was a speech of greater len^h 
than his ordinary speeches, and he assumed a great deid of solemnity 
at times. His object was to show that there was in the unborn human 
nature of Christ,".a holy principle"*— a vis ^caov— (an efficient pow- 
er.) I don't know what else that made it holy, other than its being 
the peculiar temple orpossession of the Son of God united in his per- 
son with the divine. The holiness attributed to the unborn human 
nature of Christ, you know yexj well is not that which is predicated 
of persons^ for it is called "a thing" — "Mctf holy thing^\ and there- 
fore, the very language of scripture shows us, as Mr. Duffield inti- 
mates, how it is to be understood. There is nothing here to favour 
the idea of physical holiness constituting an "accident," or quality 
of the human nature of Christ The special influence of the Holy 
Spirit spoken*of in Luke, in relation to the human nature of Christ, 
refers more particularly to the miraculous conception of Christ. The 
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truth iSy this * 'integrity of natufe" is another fogey expression. Mr. 
Williams manifested no ingenuousness^ when called upon to explain 
his meaning, and I will venture to say, that he cannot express himself 
in intelligible language on this subject. It is a part of the mystic the- 
ology. I have never yet met one who showed that they themselves 
understood what they wanted to be at, when they talked about **rec- 
titude" and •'integrity'' as an attribute of simple existence.. 

The remarks ot Mr. Williams show how far theories in religion 
will carry men, and how,in pursuing them, they run directly up against 
the word of God before they are aware of it' He says that the law 
reqvAres more than duty^ and jet Moses says, "what doth the Lord 
thy God require of thee (nothing else), but to fear the Lord thy God,to 
walk in all his ways, and to love him, and to serve the Lord thy God 
with all thy heart and with all thy soul, to keep the commandments of 
the Lord and his statutes which I command thee this day." And the 
prophet Micah says, "what doth the Lord thy God require of thee but 
to no justljr and to love mercy and to walk humbly with diy God." 
Now this is duty^ all and every part of it ^^dutv^^^ and notning but 
^^duty.^^ But this is all that Goa requires, and if Mr. Williams makes 
the law require more, he makes it severer than God has said he does* 
There is nothing, from Genesis to Revelation, which teaches that die 
law of God requires something that must be put in U8 by a naked 
act of Almighty power. Frightful is the view which the introduction 
of such metaphysical entities into theology gives of the government 
of God. There is not a government on earth half so tyrannical and 
cruel as this hyper Calvinism represents that of God to be. I know 
you understand my use of this expression and will not suspect me of 
not being Calvinistic in my principles. lam decidedly Calvinistic, 
but opposed to certain explanations of Calvin's system, which some 
have given,— ^which he himself did not adopt, and which I call hyper 
Calvinism because beyond Calvin himself. They out-Calvin Calvin. 
Here you have it in a bird's eye view. Men are first damned for a 
crime they never committed — then damned again for doing what they 
had no power to keep from doin^ — and damned yet once more for not 
accepting the salvation of Christ which was not provided for them, 
but only for the elect, and which they have no more power to embrace, 
than a dead corpse has to walk; and I might add, damned yet a fourth 
time, for not having what the Almighty power of God must create and 
put into them. "Tne visions of the Koran, the fictions of the Sadder, 
the fables of the Zendevesta all give place to this: Rabbinical legends, 
Brahminical vagaries all vanish before it." Perhaps it will be said, 
this is an unfair representation: but it is the legitimate and actual 
account which multitudes who have heard the doctrine of physical 
depravity and the union of representation in Adam, as preached by 
hyper Calvinistic minister, give of it; and under the influence of which 
they have lived careless and died accursed. It has driven multi- 
tudes, to secret and practical, and some to open infidelity. There 
is no surer method to ao this, than to force absurdities on tbe human 
understanding, and claim for them the sanction of revelation. 

As to Mr. Williams's criticism about tuvofuay I have no doubt you 
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will smile* It is not enough for him to say that it meang depravation 
of nature, or **wantof integrity" of nature. He ought to have quoted 
a passaee where it is so used. That he cannot do. Lexicographers 
will tell him, that it means that state of a man who is devoidof law, 
and thence, according to the ordinary uses of words,denotes the actions 
of one which evince him to be regardless of law as if he had, and 
recognized,nolaw over him, and thence again,iniquity—sin-^transgres- 
sion. The criticism was a poor attempt to support a mystic theory. 

As to the remark that tne supporting agency of God is no more 
conducive to Re^neration tlian Mr. Williams's holding a stone in his 
hand is to make it fly upwards, I cannot tell wlw it was made, for 
neither does Mr. Duffield nor any body else that I know, suppose so. 
Mr. Duffield attributes Regeneration to a ^ecto/ agency of tne SfMritt 
his moral power exerted through the truth* The remark is irrelevant 
and deserves no attention. 

I must reserve to another commuiucatioQ some notice of the remarka 
made about moral suasion. 

Tour affectionate friend. 



LETTER Til* 

Mt Dear Friekd, 

If you have ever attended to the views, which a certain class of di' 
vines express on the subject of the moral suasion of the Spirit, you will 
have been convinced, that they are exceedingly confused. Tney talk 
of it, as though it was the suasive influence which one man exerts on 
another, by means of truth,— 4S though it was but the objective preaen" 
iation of the truth in the scriptures— or as thoush it was the simple, 
natural, and appropriate power of the truth itself to affect the heart! 
Thus the Presbyterv have misrepresented Mr. Duffield. Now this 
is not correct. When God speaks, he can throw an energy into 
what he says which no one else can. Is there not a difference in the 
suasive power of truth as pronounced by one man and another man, 
and mucii more, as pronounced by God? To deny that God can im- 
part energy to his own word, is to contradict the Bible, and the whole 
experience of his church* But any power that God may exert on the 
soul Jo prmare and adapt it for the impression of the truth, is not ener- 
gy exerted through the truth. Nor does the power of tndh^ after such 
an adaptation may have been created, appear conspicuous at all. God 
has power to create a man by an act of his own efficiency, but who will 
pretend to say that that is lite his power to convince and convert? For 
now are conviction and Regeneration produced? Through the means of 
truth powerfully presented to the mind. Will an;^ one say, that 
there is something done in or to the mind itself, anterior to ana apart 
from the truth, which adapts it to the impression of truth? In all 
the ordinary and human forms of moral suasion, such an idea would 
be perfectiy ridiculous. No man feels, that when he turns another 
from his purpose, he (h>es it in any other way than through the power* 
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fal iatrbdnction of tru&iiito the miiid^ And^sahnot God in this way 
cdnvince the unconriiiced, and convert the unconverted? No, says 
Mr. WilHams, ^^rnqral suasion is moral suasbn vhe^er it be by man 
or devil or the Sprit " There most be a divine power exerted on the 
90Ulof man, giving to him ability and ^Hntegrity of nature." Trufli 
will timi 'Mro^" as another divine of the same school «fays^ *4ts own 
tifwimt^ed tri^ence on a heart which God has prepared.'' And thus 
the plainest passages in the Bible are contradicted. The gospel is 
called *^e power of God unto salvation;" but if the power m God 
is directly «n^/be«ou/^ to j^repareit for the underived innuente 'of the 
troth, it is not true thattne Gospel is the power rf Chd* There is 
no denyfau; the fact, that we are 'H^iBgotten to a livelv hone 5^^ 
toor<^. '^ If it is by simple power that the soul is bom again, tnen it is 
not by the truth, b>y the trora-^-and all the learned subtlety of ingenieus 
divines can never evade the charge, that in explainins; the doctrine of 
Reiteration,' as wrought by simple power on the soul, they in reality 
deny the Bible, and set at naught the plain unvarnished account of (t 
as gtveo by God himself. Peter says, that the 'divine power hath given 
ustoiniw thm&s that pertain unto life and godliness throu|;h the know- 
tedgevf Him tiiat liatn called us to glory and virtue." ft is through 
knowhdget which is to be had only in ana thfourii the exercises of our 
own mindsi, th^t off things relating' to life and godliness are eiven to U8« 
As God throu^ the energy of his truth awafens our minds, and en- 
gwes them in die belief and knowledge of divine things, he gives us 
all things that pertain to life and godhness. But to secui*e this know* 
ledge, is the very nature^ design, and tendency of moral suasion^^not of 
Mmplepot^efyindependent of truth. I could quote many more passages, 
whiidi aone as flatly contradicted by this philosophy as the above, and 
I could expatiate on the dreadful stupefying and soul destroving influ- 
ence, so far as ministerial labour is concerned, which b the natural 
md n<k:es8ary k-esult of this doctrine of Regeneration by power, and 
not through tne triith^Mittt I mi^t be thou^t invidious. The truth 
is, that the whole errbr and absurdity of this scheme, which has so 
oftrai consoled unfmlhful ministers, who see no conversions occurring 
among their hearers, is to be resolved uito this palpable inconsistency, 
viz. attributing moral changes to the influence of physical power, it 
robs God of the whole glory of his government over mind, and sub- 
jects him 'to charges which can be brought against none of his crea- 
tures. Besides, it places him in wretched contrast with the devil,and 
represents the latter more efficient to destroy, than He is to redeem. 
What must we think of the declaration that satan ruined man by 
moral suasion, and that even God himself, now that Christ has died, 
cannot recover him by His moral suasion^ Satan exerted no power 
to destroy the 'Hiias," or **inclination," or **integrity of nature," or 
^^rigiisai liriiteousness" of Adam, which it is aliegod characterized 
him while hmy. He dhl not create in him any ^^bias'' or 'inclination 
to sin" which became so apart of his constitutionai nature, as tliat he 
transmitted if by natunJ generation to his posterity. For satan pos- 
sesses no creative powen. All he did, was done by means of fiuse- 
hood. Fabebbod employed with suattve power by tiie devil, ruined 
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t)ur holjT parent$. Ani yet that theory of reHgion^ whi6h makes Re- 
generation the effect of simple power, imaiediately exerted on th^ 
soul^ and not bj means of the truth, denies that.Grod can recoyer a 
sinful being by the ^uasive power of truth! Oh what a delusive phi- 
losophy ! How has it darkened the whole 8ul)ject of the Spirit's inila- 
ence,*-^^nd kept multitudes of Christians gro{»ng and perplexing 
themselves to find out something done to them, or in them, away back 
of their conscious moral exercises! It is the bane of spintual im- 

Srovement. It is the most successful engine of satan^ to aimoy and 
istraCt poor anxious souls, to neutralize the power of truth, and to 
embarrass and vitiate and prevent everything like successful. eifort 
and enterprise in the life- of noUness. ''I was wj&iting," said a young 
man, who since his mistake has been rectified, has become a very 
efficient Christian, '^I was waiting and expecting with great anxiety 
and distress, that somethi-ng like a shock would be given to my soul, 
that would put all right, and that then I would love God, and believe^ 
and repent, as a matter of course*" And so think many. It is a 
fair inference from the doctrifie of Regeneration by power exerted on 
the souL We naturally look for some evidence of it, if it takes place* 
We take it for granted, this must be in our conscious exercises; and 
nothing of this sort occurring in our experience, the conclusion i^ 
drawn by many Christians, they must be unrenewed, while all the 
appeals of God, and his demands to deny themselves, to give him their 
heart, to rend their hearts, and the like, requiring their voluntary eo?- 
ercises of faith, love, and repentance^ in which aloneare to be ^und 
the evidences of spiritual life — the proofs that they have passed from 
death unto life^-4ire overlooked and undervalued. Oh how much of 
comfort is denied to the child of God, and effort lost to the church, bj 
this metaphysical explanation of Begeneration wrought by immedicUe 
power! And how directly is it opposed to the Bible. **Being born 
again not of corruptible seed, but of incorruptible, by th$ uford «^ 
GodJ^^ *^The law of the Lord is perfect, conwcr/mg" the sotiL^^ "is 
not my word like ad a hammer that breaketh the rock in pieces?" 
*'The preaching of the cross, ifiB the potver of God. " **0f his own 
will begat he us with the word of his truth J^ 

Adieu for the present 



liEOTTER VIII. 

Mt Dbar Friend, 

' The last section of the report is the most extraordinary of all* li 
is evidently calculated, if not desired, to neutralize ue powerful 
appeals which Mr. Duffield makes m his book to the consciences of 
Christian ministers, as to their obligation to livcj preachy and pray 
in the spirit. He affirms, that it is only as they are ^ ^filled with the 
Spirit," that they are fit for their work, or can have any hope of suc- 
cess in winning souls to Christ. And the pessibiKty and duty of be- 
ing in the scriptural Sense, "filled with Ae spirit" he shows. Yet 
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hftVe l&e Presbytery attempted to make it appear, &at he intimated, 
dr that his languiige tended to make the impression, that miraculous 
rifts misht be exercised by minister^and Christians at the present" 
lay. This Is utterly beneath the dignity of the Presbytery. The 
section is either a piece of wretched, bungling misconception, or a 
specimen of highly censurable sophistry. Mr. Duffield says, that we 
must be ^^lled with the Spint,'' as were the apostles, on the day of 
Pentecost, when they preached Christ. The Presbytery would fain 
lead their readers to draw the conclusion that he meant to teach, that 
we must be ^^lled with the Spirit," in the same sense in which the 
apostles were, as they spake in foreign icmgues in the exercise, of mi- 
raculous gifts. And one of the committee, Mr. McGinly, said, after 
some remarks of Mr. Duffield, th9.t as Mr. Irving, of London, had 
taught, that the gift of tongues was still in the church, he did not 
know but that s(nne such ideas were held by Mr. Duffield ! This was 
downright crueky— I will not saj designee!. For Mr, D. shows very 
carefully, what he nieans by being **fiUed with the Spirit,'' so that' 
there can be no possibility ot mistaking his meaning, if credit is ffiven 
to him as being Aon69< in his use of lan^age. Again and again he 
says, the man that is under the feeling and efficient influence of 
the truth, is ^^filled with the Spimt," in the ordinary acceptation of 
that expression in the New Testament And he contends, and con- 
tends with great point, that it is the cold, heartless, and apparently 
uniQterested exhifa^ions of truth on the part of ministers who are not 
^^filled with the Spirit,'' that actually contributes to bind their hearers 
in the chains of unbelief. 

'JChe sentiments of Mr. Duffield on this subject, were reprobated 
by Mr. Williams^ the only one who spoke on this section. "How can 
^ ^ we, he asked, be filled with the Spirit, if the Spirit has no access to 

' the mind but by the truth?" Now, Mr. Williams, it is well known, 

is an enemy to enthusiasm and fanaticism, and has never had a revi- 
val of religion in his churchy and yet, strange to tell, he has broach- 
ed the very doctrine of fanatics on the subject of the Spirit's influence. 
^^ It may be traced through all the wild and frantic excitements of ^e 
oracular priests and pnestesses of the heathen,*— ^.rnong some vision- 
iiry and tanatical sectaries in the church of God, and in the language 
of the ienorant and uneducated, in many parts of our own country, 
who think and speak of the impulses of the Spirit as bein]^ irresisti- 
ble, necessarily leading to outcries and extravagant gesticulations. 
Indeed, I am utterly astonished at such a question, when I seriously 
consider it. It is teaching the doctrine of the physical influence of 
the Spirit in the grossest form. It is denying trie very letter of the 
word of God. It betrays an utter contempt of all the ordinary and 
analagous modes of speech, when we are said to be filled with Yfis^ 
dom, love, &c., and it tends to set aside the obligation which is plain«< 
lyrecognized smd enforced by the apostle Paul, when he presses it 
on the consciences of sinners, to be filled with the Spirit. 1 have no 
doubt that these views, as to the physical influence of the Spirit, form 
one of the strongest obstacles in the way of revivals of religion. They 
lull the coBScience to sleep. They render ministers and people satis- 
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fied wilh ft AM, manotoiMma rontiBe of rditiiHis senices, and & dty 
MdaeHc tixhihition of the truth. Thoj sap the verjr vitals of that ex* 
perienee which has its seat in tfie conscious exercises of the human 
heart They cheat the mind and conscience both, and Inll them into 
a profound repose, while souls are perishing all around, bjthe thought, 
that no success is to be expected, nothing can be done, and they must 
patiently wait for the sovereign dUplc^oi ike Spirit's power, when he 
will come in contact with the minds ot men directly , 9XlA prepare them 
to receive the truth, and when, pos»bly, there may be induced an 
obligation for increased effort and action on the part of ministers and 
people. • Oh how have the chiirches slept under this delusion i Mow 
nas the doctrine of the Spirit'! influence been perverted ! And instead 
of being the powerful litimulus to incessant, increasing, and success* 
ful effort, in preaching and labouring for the conversion of souls, ac- 
tually been the means of inducing m the churches a damning Anti- 
nomianism, and contributing to &e perdition of immortal souls! I 
use strong language on this subject, but not too strong. Till minis- 
ters and churches awake, and feel that it is their privdege and duty 
to be ^led with the Spirit," generation after ^neration will perish. 
The millenium will never dawn upon our earth tdl this spell is broken* 
The Rospel shall not speed its flight through the earth, till ministers 
and churches recover the apostolic sjnrit. Oh thou meved and in- 
sulted Spirit, how have thine influences been witnheld . from the 
church, and the world,, through the subtleties of philosophy; and how 
have whole generations of souls, like wave after wave, rolled in, in 
full tide, to swell, even to overflowing, the lake of unquenchable fire I 
When shall the adulterous connexion between the metaphysical phi- 
losophy of the schools, and thine own truth be destroyed, and the 
light break forth radiant, beaming, glowing, filling the earth with a 
flood of gloij! 

My dear friend, I rejoice that in these feelings, you can sympathise 
with me, and add your prayer to mine,*— Amen, amen, even sq come 
Lord Jesus. 

Affectionately, yours, &c. 



IiETTER IX. 

« 
Mt Dsar Friend, 

The concluding resolution of the Presbytery which was offered, and 
I suppose, prepared by Mr. James Williamson, is a very extraordi- 
nary document. It solemnly loams all the ministers and elders and 
members of the church, against the dangerous errors of Mr. Duffield'a 
book, and was evidently designed to prevent its circulation, and its 
being read. This is indfeed, of a piece with his private proceedings, 
and those of his brother, to whose settlement Mr. Duffield had 
contributed, and from, whom he had received many acts of kind- 
ness$ for I have been informed that they (it seems to be a family coa- 
lition,) have told some of their people, not to read the book, and it 



it a fact) that Mme {NrofeiMors of religioa, and eld«M of ih6 clmipeh, 
have aotuallj been guilty of disboae^ty ia refusing to take and pay for 
ib» booky though they had subscribed for it This is but a poor tona* 
ment on their %eal for the truth'. And indeed^ ttich proceedings are 
an outrage upon the good sense of the community. What! do the 
Presbytery think that they are to judge for the people, and tell them 
what books they ought or ought not to read ! This is an assumption of 
ecclesiastical power that might hatre suited the spirit of the times two 
hundred years ago, or been allowed in the Genevan republic, under 
Calvin's dictation; but it is at war with those principles of liberty, 
both civil and ecclesiastical, and that spirit of independence which 
characterize the American people. I wish the Presbytery of Carlisle 
had remembered, that they had reached the year 1832, and not pre« 
sumed to di<^tate to the people, what they are to think about a book, 
from which thev make garbled extracts, and at the same time, vir* 
tually prohibit mem from reading it. But such ecclesiastical domi- 
nation and prejudging, will not do. The people will cry shame» before 
Ifais matter rests, ancj^ those that have acted so prominently in the 
transaction will feel ashamed too, ere long. Strange inconsistencies 
have been betrayed by some of them. Even Mr. James Williamson, 
the remewer of the book, confessed to some of his own people, as JE 
have been told, that he did not understand the book. Of this, there 
is little doubt, and every <Hie who has read the book with an unpre- 
judiced mind, will be convinced it is so, when they see ^HherevUw^^ 
if ever that doeument should be laid before the public. A man that 
confesses he don't understand a book, should not undertake to '^re- 
view" it Nor should a Presbytery presume to prescribe to a people, 
what or what not they should read. They have never ventured to 
warn their churches even against Tom Paine's, or Thomas Jeffersoh's 
works, but they have proscribed Mr. Duffield's. If it was his alleged 
errors they sought to condemn, why did theytiot arraign him, and try 
Urn, and pronounce sentence upon him, and trust a little to the good 
sense of tne communitv to sustain their proceedings, if founded in 
justice? Are they afraid of the people's being led away by the *'New 
iiight" of Mr. Duffidd? Then thev betray how.little confidence they, 
have themselves in the efficacy of the instructions they have for years 
been giving to their people. And what a want of practical faith in 
the teachinffli of the Spirit of God, vouchsafed to all that truly be- 
lieve, does uiis indicate? They must warn the churches to beware oL 
the book, and thus before ever it has been distributed among the 
subscribers, create suspicions, and prevent some from reading it with 
an unprejudiced mind* Mr. Duffield must be assailed, and his repu^ 
tation as a minister of Christ sacrificed,, and public confidence in him 
as a teacher of religion destroyied, and that right away. This done^- * 
popular suspicion and distrust and alarm being excited, the ikext step* 
will be to drag him before them, and condemn and depose one who 
has been a pioneer, and successful labourer in every benevolent en- 
terprise for the last 16 years, in the region where he lives, and who 
has had thrice the number of souls as seals to his ministry, that per- 
haps any minister of the Presbytery can number. 
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The spirit manifested at the last, I thought was highly censtrrabte# 
On Thursday evening, before sun down, it was proposed to adjourn 
till to-morrow— a thing unprecedented, as I am informed, in this his- 
tory of the Presbytftry, at least for many years, especially as there 
was to be no preaching. The only cause assigned was, that Mr* 
'Williams could not, and would bot, attend at night. It was expect- 
ed that Mf. Duffield would make some remarks on the proceedings of 
Presbytery, and it was whispered that a number of the citizens would 
attend. Mr. Duffield objected to the adjournment, and so did Mr. 
Be 'Witt, and Mr. McKnight, but it prevailed. These gentlemen 
severally then asked leave of absence, and the motion was reconsi- 
dered. It was proposed there should be preaching at night Mr. 
Wilson (pastor of the church,) said, **I cottld get none of you to 
pre&ch last night, and had to preach myself." Mr. Duffield turned 
and smilinsin Mr. Wilson's face, said, *^If brother Wilson had ^k- 
ed me, I would have been glad to have preached for him." Mr. 
Duffield took occasion before Air. Williams withdrew to say, that he, 
Mr. Williams, had attributed ^'sentiments to Mm, which were neither 
in his book, nor in his head, nor in his heart." The Presbytery, how- 
ever, after a recess, met at tiight, though not till considerably after 
the hour appointed. Attempts were made to adjourn the Presbytery, 
and arrest proceedings. A crowded assembly had convened to hear 
Mr. Duffield speak. After various unsuccessful effi>rts to arrest bu- 
siness, the subject of the review was renewed. Mr. De Witt gave 
notice of his intention to complain. Mn McKnight re(]uested his 
dissent to be recorded,and wished to assign his reasons for it, but after 
several interruntions, he sat down, stating that he considered himself 
controlled, ana denied his constitutional rights. 

Mr. Duffield took a very cursory view of the proceedings, and said 
just enough to show that he felt perfectly willing and able to meet the 
Presbytery. He quoted several testimonies from Calvin, and showed 
how his own sentiments had been misrepresented by the committee. 
At first, the committee seemed restive and interrupted him frequent- 
ly, till he observed, that^^e had sat patiently all day and heard his 
sentiments misrepresented, but did not say a word, exercising entire 
foii>earance, and professing that he had come there with the design to 
crucify^his selfish feelings, and that he wished t}ie 'brethren who seem- 
ed to be so very sensitive, would exercise like forbearance towards 
him." He continued his speech without interruption. It made a 
deep impression. One female cried aloud, expressing her censure of 
the Presbytery's proceedings, and it required but little penetration 
to see that there was good reason for wishing, if such a wish had been 
entertained by any, to prevent Mr. Duffield from speaking, before 
such a large and promiscuous assembly. After he had finished, a few 
^remarks were made by Mr. McGinly and Mr. J.Williamson, and the 
Presbytery adjourned. The next morning, Me'ssrs. McCahen, J. 
Williams, H. R. Wilson, Kennedy, Keller, and Patterson, minis- 
ters; and elders, Mr. Casset, and Mr. John McClure, not a member 
of Presbytery and aif' elder of Mr. Duffield 's church, who, it was said, 
had conferred with some members of Presbytery previously, were ap- 
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pointed to defend the Presbytery before Synod. Messrs. Williams 
and Wilson, were appointed a committee to wait upon Mr. Duffield, 
and converse with him relative to the alleged errors of his book. 

Thus ended the proceedings of the Presbytery, ^hich I consider 
to be as palpable a violation of the constitution, as any ecclesiastical 
proceedings ever had by any Presbytery,— 4ind as fraught with injus^ 
tice and cruelty towards a brother, whose labours have been eminent- 
ly blessed, and who enjoys the confidence of the churches to an equal, 
if not greater extent, tnan many of tiiose who have thus virtually 
condemned and injured him, without, a trial. I have no idesi, that 
the good sense and Christian feeling of the community will ever sus- 
tain such acts of high handed intolerance. It is too late in the day 
for such thines. ' And I feel perfectly confident, that as it is the cause 
of truth, and of revivals, and of a dying world, and of God, for 
which Mr..Duffield is contending, if he maintains his confidence in 
the Lord his strength, he will in the end triumph. I expecf^ without 
doubt, to see the principles which Mr. Duffield advocates, spread and 
ferment, and break up the foundations of many generations, and con- 
tribute to the increased activity and efficiency of churches, that have 
slept for half a century. God grant it, and let hb name have all the 

Affectionately, 

Yourfri^d,.&c. 
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, ERRATA. 

In 3d line Ihiln top of page 5, idseit "ontf * before 'SakichJ' 
InlMk do. do. for **Pr«s5yterie8>' read **P^«a&yfef^/ 

III 4th line Dtoiii bottom do. insert *^of* before **Atf." 

InSch do. of page i1» for ''cfe^&isfioftf" read **4feM^** 
fiom top of page 13, iniert '*are" after **whaL" 

do. do. 13, for "Codvora*' read ** C^cliopra." . 

do. of pege 14, for *^ prqfettedly** read *^pr^presnoeUf/' 

do. . do. for **diftnjr«niotwneM" raid **di8mgemimtmiict$>*^ 

do. of page 17, inaert'*all^ar* before *«m.'* 
&i Ut and 6tb lineg from top of page ^, strike oat the marks of parenthesis. 
In S8th line fiom do. page 80, insert the words, ^'change aenired hy the" before *'Jirt$ 

hdy aO." 
in 5th line from bottom of page 81» for **Tken" tend *^7%are,^' 
InMi]inefiromtopofpige22,for''jfft9»rfy'* **pnp|f^f' 
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The following pages are intended to aid the reflecting portion of 
the Christian communitj in forming a judgment with regard to a work 
which has excited much attention of late, entitled ^'Spiritual Life or 
Regeneration^ UlttstrcUed in a series of disquisitions relative to its 
Author J subject^ nature^ means ^ fyc. by George Dvffield?^.' 

Previously to its publication, attempts were made to forestall the 
public judgment; and certain Ministers and Professors of Colleges 
whispered their^ear^ and suspicions and cautions^ till some were pre- 
pared to see a monster of heresy when it appeared. No sooner had it 
begun to circulate, than a systematic attack was made upon it, simul- 
taneously in the columns of the American Volunteer, a political pa- 
J>er, published in Carlisle, and of The Presbyterian, published in Phi- 
adelphia. The political paper allowed answers to appear, which were 
furnished by the author's friends, and the party who had commenced 
the attack withdrew from the contest. It was suspected that the 
publications in it proceeded from the pens of one or more clerical 
men connected with Dickinson College; but the names of George A. 
Lyon and John Williamson, Esc^uires, were given aS the ostensible 
and responsible contributors to its columns. The relieious paper 
closed its columns against any replies. The Editor /earea to circulate 
error, or be involvecf in a controversy, from which his readers might 
judge of his comparative talent, and suspect his fidelity. The names 
of his correspondents were withheld, and for several weeks previously 
to the meeting of the Presbytery of Carlisle in April last, "Scripture- 
Theology," " Scriptural-Theology," and "Augustine," laboured to 
raise suspicions, and excite the cry of heresy, and thus, as events have 
since shown, prepare the way for investigations to be commenced by 
Presbytery, under the petext of a crying fame. 

Instead of charging tlie author with neresy, which none were willing 
to do, the novel and inquisitorial process of trying and condemning 
the book, was adopted . Every^ one can see how easily afterwards they 
could condemn the man. It imposed no responsibilities on any man. 
It relieved those who were active in the business from the obligatioiis 
and embarrassments which the Constitution of the Presbyterian Church 
has created, in order to prevent unnecessary -and malicious litigation. 
It was pronounced to be done in kindness, and frpm a concern for 
Mr. DufBeld's reputation. It was alleged to be the safest, and oiUj 
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proper course of proceeding) and it was thought, would^ in the end, 
guard against the introduction of error into me churches. Any de- 
sign of trying, or proceeding against the author, was disavowed. How 
far the actual doings of the Presbytery can be reconciled with such 
professions, and how far the committee appointed to examine it have 
given an accurate account of the doctrines taught in '* the book enti" 
3ed Duffieid on Regeneration," the public will judge. The minutes 
of the Presbytery are first submitted to the reader's attention. The 
committee's review of the booiE, with some remarks, will follow. 

*< The foUovring are extracts from the minutes of the Presbytery, at their stated 
meeting in Shippensburg, April 11, 1832: 

The order of the day was suspended for the purpose of introducing a book, 
entitled * Duffieid "on Regeneration,' to the consideration of the Presbytery. ' 

It .was moved that a committee be appointed to review the above mentioned 
book, and report to Presbytery. 

After recess, the Presbytery resumed the consideration of the motion relative 
to the book entitled • Duffieid on Regeneration ;' and Messrs. J. Williamson^ 
M'Ginley, and Fullerton, were appointed a committee to examine the above 
mentioned book, and report to Presbytery. 

Mr. Duffieid g^ave notice to Presbytery of his intention to compUdn of the above 
decision to the Synod of Philadelphia. 

SeippxirsBUBG, June 27 and 28, 1832. 

Adjourned meeting of the Presbytery. 

The committee appointed to review the book entitkd * Duffieid on Regenfta^ 
tion/ presented their report, which was accepted. 

Hesohed, That Presbytery proceed to hear, by paragraphs, the report of the 
committee on ' t)uffield on Regeneration,' to ascertain whether, in the judgment 
of Presbytery, there be in it any doctrine or doctrines at variance with our stand- 
ards." — Extracts, p. 6. 

The following resolution was adopted as the general expression of 
the Presbytery's mind with regard to the Book. 

**Rea6hedj That after deliberate consideration, having declared the foregoing 
doctrines contained in the book, entitled '.Duffieid on Regeneration,' as pre-, 
sented in the Report of the committee, to be erroneous, and contrary to the doc- 
trines of the Bible, and the standards of our Church ; we do most solemnly and 
affectionately warn all our Ministers, Elders, and people, to gfuard against such 
distracting and dangerous errors, and this we feel constrained to do, under a deep 
conviction of our smemn responsibility to the Great Head of the Church, to guard 
against every thing which shall corrupt the purity, or disturb tiie peace of the 
Church." — Extracts, p. 28. 

The Presbytery condemn the doctrines contained in the book as 
presented in the report of the committee, and pronounce them to be 
erroneous, as well they might; for the committee have made a false 
presentation, as the reader will perceive. 

The following are minutes of the proceedings had at Millerstown, 
during the sessions of the Presbytery in October: 

** Whereas, the Clerk neglected to record an ordfer of the Presbytery at the 
close of their meeting in June last, at Shippensburg, putting the report of the 
committee on * Duffieid on Regeneration,' together with the resolutions in the 
case, into the hands of J. WiUiamison, to make a fair and cohnected copy for the 
Stated Clerk, with power to make such verbal alterations as might be necessary 
to form a proper document^ 
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Baotaeit That the Presbytery now recogni2i$ thk to hare been the fact 

Inasmuch as representations were made in Pxesbytery, that the report of the 
comvuttee on * Duffield on Regeneration,' was mutilated by Mr. J. Williamson^ 

Beadvedt That Messrs. Olmstead, M'Cacbren and Creigh» be a committee to 
examine and compare the transcript made by Mr» /. Williamson, with the origi- 
nal, and report to Presbytery. 

' The committee appointed to examine and compare the transcript of the report 
of the committee on 'Duffieldon Regeneration' with the original, made a report, 
which was accepted and adopted, and is as follows:— That they have performed 
the duty assi^ed them, and find that Mr. Williamson has ^scharged the duty 
faithfully which was assigned by the Presbytery in June last, and that no altera- 
tions have been made in the least affecting its original meaning. 

Retohedt That the report and ussolutions of Presbytery in the case of ' Duf- 
field on Regeneration,' as transcribed by Mr. James WilUamson, be forwarded 
to Synod as an authentic document of Presbytery. "•^jE7a;^rac/tf, p. 4. 

The alterations referred to were evidently designed, 1st. To im- 
prove the style. Mr. Wilson, it was said, ha^ objected to the bungling 
manner in which some parts of the report had been written. 2d. To 
increase the strength and precision of some of the sentences; and, Sd. 
To avoid the appearance of any personal allusion to Mr. Duffield, 
with which the nrst copy abounded— such as substituting the words 
*'book" for ** author,** and **i^" for "he," where they occurred — 
Mr. Duffield having in his speech at Shippinsburg declared, that the 
people, would never distinguish^ but ictentify him and his book, and 
that the Presbyterj themselves had, in fact, identified them, though 
they had professed to keep Mr. Dulfield out of view. 

The following minuter record proceedings had in relation to Mr. 
Duffield himself: 

*<SHippsirsBUBo, June 39th, 1832. 
**Be9oked, That Messrs. Williams and Wilson, be a committee to confer with 
Mr. Duffield, in a friendly manner, in regard to the erroneous, doctrines contain- 
ed in his book." 

PROTEST. 

The undersigned respectfully be^ leav^ to enter his protest against the order 
of Presbytery, directing Mr. J. Williamson to make any alterations whatever, 
in the report of the committee on the work, entitled ' Duffield on Regeneration,' 
and agamst the transcript thus made by him, and read before the Presbytery, as 
containing some deviations from the original copy, and embodying some histori- 
cal minutes, not strictly accordant with fact, the right of Presbytery to do which, 
he cannot admit, and of the exercise of which he comphuns. 

GEO. DUFFIELD. 

MHlerstown, Oct 3, 1832. 

Bewivedt That commissioners from the congregation of Carlisle, be heard 
in regard to the state of Religion, in that congregation. 

The commissioners presented a letter to Presbytery, which was read and or- 
dered to be laid on the table . 

The following is the letter: 

Cablislx, September 30, 1832. 
7b the JRcff. Presbytery of CarUskt 

Rev. and Dear Fathers and Brethren,— We, the individuals composing the 
church under your care in Carlisle, feel that we nvould be wanting in our duty, 
as well as doing violence to our feelings, shotild we neglect to address you under 
^^resent circumstances. We do not address ^ou in th^ spirit of schism — but 
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with respect, and ih the spirit of love. To jrott as ministers of Christ we looki 
and from you we expect a deep and tender regard for our best interests. Jn this 
spirit and with these expectations, we lay open before you,ful]y, freely, and de* 
cidedly, our views and reelings in relation to the Rev. €ieo.Du|Biel<^ our beloved 
pastort and we earnestly entreat you to hear and regard us as brethren in the 
Lord. 

The tie betweenus and our pastor is a strong and as^red pne. "Wb have enjoy- 
ed the benefit of his labours for sixteen years. He came to labour among us when 
he was youngi and he has spent the prime and vigour of his life with us, and 
for us, and our families. When he entered upon the discharge of his duties m 
our church, it did not number much more than ^00 members^ «|id now the num« 
ber is not far short of TOO-^and the standard of piety has been elevated in pro- 
portion to the increase of numbers. Several powerful revivals have been the 
results of the Holy Spirit upon his active and faithful ministerial efforts. Most 
of us are his children, and indebted to him under God for the salvation of our 
souls, and our hopes of eternal life; and there are none of us who have not sat 
with delight and been refreshed and edified Qnder hisministryt He has watched 
over us and our children with the solicitude of a kind parent. In the time of 
trial we have enjoyed his counsels and instructions-^in the season of distress and 
sickness we have been cheered and comforted by his presence — and at the dying 
beds of our dear and departed fi*iends we have observed his fidelity as a minister, 
and his tenderness as a friend. 

In view of these things, it will not be thought Strange that Our feelings and 
S3rmpathies should be awakened in regard to our beloved Pastor, and that a sense 
of duty and the promptings of affection should at this time have constrained us 
to make them known to you. We do it in the spirit of Idndness, and with all 
due respect — ^but with firmness, for weieel ourselves bound by the tiesof grate- 
ful affection, and Cbristian- duty, to adhere to and sustain our Paster. Think not 
that we wish to speak disrespectfully, orforget our subjection, when we say to 
you, that we consider ourselves as a church Whose spiritual interests have suffer- 
ed, and whose Christian feelings have been deeply wounded, in consequence of 
proceedings had in your body in reference to our Pastor. The effects of these 
proceedings — though unintentional, no doubt, on your part— have been serious- 
ly detrimental to our spiritual interests. Thdr tendency, jrou well know, could 
be none other than to shake the confidence of the people m him, whom" God has 
placed over us. It' is true^ that in the minds of nearly aU of us that confidence 
hasbeen so strong, based on long and intimate acquaintance, that even now it 
remains unshaken. Still we cannot but lament the injury done, in their effect 
upon a few individuals, by creating a division in sentiment and feeling between 
brethren. And further, we have suffered because that slight disaffection, which 
may have previously existed, arising from insufficient causes, has been fostered 
and promoted indirecUy by the sanction^ of your authority — ^and we must say 
too, as it is a matter of wonder as well as* gratitude, that under such unfavoura- 
ble circumstances, we should still continue (as we do, with but few exceptions) 
united together by the bonds of love to one another and to our Pastor. 

But we confine not our views to the injurious effect of these proceedings upon 
ourselves.. It has been more exten»ve. Our Christian feelings are deeply 
wounded, when we reflect that the usefulness of our Pastor has been curtailed 
with regard to our friends immediately around us, and the salvation of their souls 
through his preaching prevented. 

And looking still further than this, an obstacle has been thrown in his way 
throughout the bounds of the Presbytery, and indeed wherever he may wish to 
preach the Gospel. Once the fact was, that every pulpit, in this rpg^on and else- 
where, was open to him; and every congregation considered it a happy^rivilege 
to enjoy his labors: and the seals of his ministry have been numerous botii abroad 
and at home,' above most ministers. But we have reason to believe that suspi- 
cions have been engendered, and do now begin to prevail; and that the wide 
door of usefulness is partially closed against him. In this way, it is our decided 
conviction, that the cause of our common Lord and Saviour lias suffered mate- 



rially; and the genend church has been depiired of the mor^ successful laboun^ 
of a fsuthful and deyoted minister. And we trust, that when these things are ex- 
hibited to you, (knowing that you have the cause of the Redeemer at heart, and 
are desirous to buSd up tuis Idngdom,) that nothing further will be done by your 
body, tending to perpetuate such restQts. 

It is, dear Fathers and Brethren, to express these idews and feelings, thai we 
thus appear before you; and at the same time, to besir our decided testimony in 
&your of our Pastor, and express our entire and undiminished confidence in him. 
Tlus we have taken the liberty to do to you, and through you to the nster 
churches. 

We conclude by joining in prayer that God, in great mercy and kindness to 
his church, wluchhe redeemed by the sacrifice of his Son our Saviour, would pre- 
serve jTOu: and by his Holy Spirit would guide and direct in all your proceedings^ 
and deliberations and decisions ! Amen. 

FHOTEST. 
We^ the undersigned, in the exercise of our constitutional right, do hereby 
respectfully protest against the entire proceeding of the Prei^ytery of Carlisle., 
in relation to Bev. George Duffield and his book oaBegeneration, as unconsti- 
tutional, and unprecedented, and injurious to the reputation and usefulness of a 
Chtistian brother^ as we hope to show when we appear in Synod. 

ROBT. CATHCART, 

J. Mcknight. 

The committee appointed to confer with Hr, Duffield, in relation to the erro- 
neous doctrines of his book, read their report, wUch was accepted and adopted, 
and is as follows:— -Your committee has eamestiy sought opportuuty to dis^ 
charge the duty assigned them by Presbytery— but b^ng unable to satisfy Mr. 
Duffield, respecting certain points of constitutional order, suggested by him, and 
especially respecting the precise object held in view by the Presbytenr* in the ap- 
pointment of the committee, pennission could not be g^ranted thett by Mr. Duf- 
neld, to discharge the obligation imposed on them, as will appear by letters ac- 
companying this report And which are as follows: 

Caxpbxll's Fakks, Moubt Rock Spbiito, Aug, 27, 1BS3. 
Beo, and Dear Sir: 

It is supposed that you have been apprised that the Presbjrtery of Carlisle, at 
tiieir meeting in June last, appointed the Rev. H. R. Wilson, of Shippensburg, 
and myself, a committee to wait upon you, with a view to a friendly conference 
with you on the doctrines of a book, entitied < Duffield on Regftneration,' which 
was ue subject of some proceedings at the meeting referred to, and of which you 
were candid enough to acknowledge yourself the author. Now the wish of the 
committee is, that you would be pleased to appoint a day, when you would deem 
it most convenient to yourself, to receive said committee, and anord them an op- 
portunity to discharge the obligation which their brethren have imposed upon 
tiiem, and that you would signify accordingly by letter, to either member of the 
committee, as soon as posnble, as the^^ feel extremehr reluctant to obtrude them- 
selves upon you without your explicit consent, and at a time which you would . 
judge might be more profitably and pleasantly otherwise employed. 

Accept, dear sir, the assurance that with ancere respect and affection, I am 
your friend and brother in the bonds of Christ, 

JOSHCA WnXUMS* 

Rev. Geo. Duffield. 

Bee, Jbahita WllUamst 

* Rev. and Dear Sir, — ^In reply to your letter of this day's date, I have only to 
say, that I am unable to give you any answer till I am made aequainted with the 
de»gn of the Presbjrter^, in appointing a committee <* to wait upon [me] with a 
view to a friendly conference with [me] on th* doctrines of a book, entitied 
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*PuffieIdonRegeneration»*'and the principle of Eccleaastical procedure« as 
recognised in oar book of Discipline^ upon which such an appointment was made. 
Ton will at once perceive the proprie^ of giving me information necessary to act 
in the case. 

With sentiments of respec^ &c. I renudn your friend and brother* 

GEO. DUFFIfiLB. 
Carlisle, Aug. 27, 1832. 

* Cabus£x» Sept, 19, 1832. 

Bey. and Dear. Sir,-»Tbe undersigned are a committee appointed by the Presby- 
tery, in June last, to confer with you, in a friendly manner, on the doctrines of a 
book, entiUed ^Duffield on Regeneration.* 

The object of the Presbytery, as we understand it, by the measure adopted 
was, to obtain through their committee, such exposition of your views in relation 
to certain doctrines of the book referred to, as would satisfy them that no pro- 
ceeding^ against the author are necessary; but that in case no such exposition can 
be obtuned, the way may be prepared for proceeding judicially against the 
authf r, at their next meetmg, ^ould they deetn it expedient Your answer to 
this noti^ wiU be expected in writing to either or both membra of the comnnt- 
tee, provided you are pleased to g^ve any axiswer to it 

With sentiments of respect and esteem, dear and Eer. sir, yours &c. 

JOSHUA WILUAMS, 
HENRY R. WILSON. 
Rev. Mr. 6. Duffield. 

CAB£iBLi,'Sept 30, 1832. 
Ithe Betu 7. WtJUamx 

Rev. and Dear Su^-^In !%ply to your note of the 27th ult I stated that I 
could give no answer to your request tiiat I should appoint a time for a con- 
ference with me, till I should receive information on these two points, viz. 
What was the deagn of the Presbytery, in appointing a Committee to wait 
on me, and have a meiidly conference with me; and what is tiie principle of 
ecclesiastical procedure as recognized in our Book -of Discipline, by virtue of 
which, such committee was appomted. 

The note of yesterday, which, owing to my absence from home, b^ virtue of 
engagements previously existing, I did not receive till ten o'clock at mght, does 
not meet either point. It does not state the Presbytery's desigpi, but only yours 
and Mr. Wilson's understanding ofUf in^rred from *Hhe measure adopted." No 
copy of that resolution has been forwarded to me, either by the clerk or in either 
of your notes. Nor have I any assurance that the design which you have thus 
at^buted to the Presbytery was their actual dedlared design. In a measure so 
seriously affecting my reputation, I wish the declaration of the Presbytery's de- 
sign, and not the exposition of it by any member, however correctly he may be 
found eventually to have inferred it 

• I wish to know whether charges have been preferred against m€, or are de- 
signed to be. The Presbytery I remember, by a deliberate vote of the yeas and 
nay8> disavowed any such design on their part. Are you and Mr. WUson, in the 
application of the Saviour's rule, designing to do so? If so, I shall undoubtedly 
meet you, in the spirit of Christian kindness, and I think satisfy your minds, 
when met in a candid and fraternal manner, that neither I, nor the * book enti- 
tled Duffield on Regeneration,' deviate from the Bible or 'the Standards.' Or, 
have the Presbytery appointed you as a committee to deal with me, prcporfltory 
to the originatum fff cjuirges? If so, I wish to knoi;? the clause of the Constitu- 
tion, by virtue of"^ which tiiis has been done, that I may better understand the 
whole transaction. 

I should have been pleased to have seen you and Mr. Wilson taeether at any 
time at my house. It is my wish to treat the Presbytery with all due courtesy 
and respect; but it must be obvious to yoU| and will be ^needed by all, that 
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my inquiries are reasonable, and tbat every demand of legitimate self-defence — 
ample opportunity for which, I cannot think' the Presbyteiy would deprive me — 
will sustain them as proper, and indispensably necessary to be met in the case. 

Yours with respect, 

GEO. DUFFIELD, 

Mefolredf That the order of the day be postponed, to hear Mr. John McClure, 
an Elder of the Church of Carlisle, who appears as a representative of a part of 
that church, on the affairs of that congregation. 

Mr. McClure presented a memorial and a comjnunication from part- of the 
congregation of Carlisle, requesting Presbytery to redress certain grievances 
complained of in them. 

PROTEST. 

The undersigned protests against the admission by Presbjrtery of certain pa- 
pers handed in by Mr. John McClure, a disaffected Elder of his charge, who ap- 
peared as the representative of a small disaifected party in the congregation of 
Carlisle, complaining of the tenor and style of his preaching, and declaring their 
conviction of the importance of dismissing him from his pastoral charge. 

GEO. DUFFIELD. 
Millerstown, Oct. 3, 1832. 

*The commissioners from the congregation of Carlisle,* presented a copy of 
the proceedings of that congregation on the 24th of September, 1832, which 
was laid on the table — and is as follows: 

Agreeably to notice given from the pulpit on the preceding Sabbath, a meet- 
ing of the Presbyterian congregation of Carlisle, was held in the meetinghouse,. 
on Monday the 24th day of September, 1832, at 2 o'clock, P. M. at which up- 
wards of 400 members of the church were present. 

Andrew Boden, Esq. was call^ to the chair, and Greorge Fleming appointed 
Secretary. 

The meeting being organized, it was opened with prayer by Rev. Jamet 
Knox. 

Mr. H. Duffield then offered the following resolution. 

*Besolvedi that the resignation of his charge tendered by our pastor in a com- 
munication read on yesterday be accepted.' 

Which being seconded, the communication containing the resignation was 
read. 

Mr. A. Carothers then offered a substitute for Mr. Duffield's resolution, a part 
of which was accepted, and is as follows: 

• The congregation having considered the communication of their beloved 

Eastor, the Rev. Geo. DuiHeld, requesting their acceptance of his resignation of 
is pastoral charge, deeply regret that circumstances should have existed to in- 
duce him to make the request; yet apprehending that by declining ]to meet his 
request, they might thereby be the means of impairing his usefulness in the great 
cause of his Master, the congregation are therefore induced to accede to his 
wishes. And they do hereby assent to his resignation of his pastoral charge of 
this congregation, and agree that the pastoral relation between him and them 
shall be dissolved.' 

This resolution being under consideration, Mr. John Williamson offered the 
following: 

'Heaokedf That this meeting do now adjourn, that the course laid down in the 
Confession of Faith be adopted in accepting* the resignation of the pastoral 
charge of the* Rev. Geo. Duffield.* 

This resolution being put, was rejected by a large majority. 

The question then recurred on Mr. Duffield's resolution as amended by Mr. 
Carothers, which was also rejected by a very large majority: but twenty persons 
voting in the aftirmative. 

Mr. James M. McIGm then offered the following resolution and preamble: 

'Whereas, from statements made in< the public prints, and elsewhere, it ap- 

B — 
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pears that a resolution passed by this church eighteen months ago, in relation to 
the male Sunday School, has been misunderstood by many; and the feelings of 
our pastor have been deeply wounded thereby, therefore 

'Meaolved, That in placing the Sabbath School under the superintendence of 
t^ e person then nominated, we did by no means intend to take it from under the 
care, supervision, and control of the pastor of the church: 

And since such cqnstruction lias been put upon our resolution of that day, 
therefore * 

^Jiesolved, That we consider as the Sabbath School of this churchy okxt such 
School as may be under the care, supervision, and control of the Pastor.'* 

These resolutions were almost unanimously agreed to: but three persons vot- 
ing negatively. 

Mr. Knox then offered the following resolution; 

*jRe8olved, Tliat a committee of five persons be appointed, whose duty it shall 
be to draft a letter to the Presbyter/ of Carlvsle, expressive of our views and 
feelings in relation to our pastor, which draft ^ball be prepared, and read prepa- 
ratory to adoption, at such time as this meeting may stand adjourned to.' 

This resolution was unanimously adopted. 

The meeting appointed the following gentlemen on the above committee, viz. 
Thomas Trimble, James Knox, A. Carothers, Esq., Janies M. McKim, and Tho- 
mas Urie. . 

Mr. John Williamson presented tlie following protest: 

*I protest against the proceedings in the case of the resignation of the Rev. 
Geo. DufHeld, before it has been presented to Presbytery, and the congregation 
cited, &c/ JOHN WILLIAMSON.' 

After which, on motiori, it was 

'Jiesolved, that this meeting adjourn to meet again on Sunday evening next, 
at 4 o'clock, P. M.' 

Concluded with prayer by Bfev. Baniel M'Kinley. 

ANDttEW BODEN, Chairman. 

GzoROB FiEiiiirG, Secretary. 
Carlisle, Sept. 24, 1832. 

'Besolved, That the following question be decided by the vote of the Pres- 
bytery. Is it expedient at the present time to institute charges against Mr. Duf- 
field, on account of any doctrines contained in the book entitled 'Duffield on Re- 
generation,' o{ which be acknowledges himself the author? Which was decided 
in the negative.' 

Dr. Paxton and Messrs. Kenned/ and Sharon, "^ere appointed a committee to 
take into consideration the entire proceedings of Presbytery, in reg^'d to the 
book entitled * DufEeld on Regeneration,' in order to bring in, if possible, some 
minute which shall be satisfactory to all and arrest further proceedings. 

* JResohed, That the documents from Carlisle, presented bv the commission- 
ers from that congregation, and by Mr. John McClure, be forwarded with the 
other documents to the Synod.' 

The committee appointed to bring in a conciliatory minute in regard to the 
proceedings of Presbytery, in the case of *Duffield on Regeneration,' offered a re- 
port — which was accepted and laid on the table — and is as follows: • 

* The Presbytery, after much discussion, and serious deliberation being fully 
convinced of the evils of religious controversy generally, and the declining influ- 
ence which the prolongation of this discussion will have upon the interests of re- 
ligion among them, appointed Messrs. Sharon, Paxton, and Kennedy, a commit- 
tee to devise and report some plan of compromise and amicable adjustment. 

The committee having attended to the matter submitted to them, recommend 
the adoption of the following minute: 
That, whereas, Mr. Duffield has avowed himself the author of the book, enti- 

* Mr. J. McClure moved to lay these resolution? on the table, which was re- 
fused. 
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fled *Daffield on Regeneration^' which lias been under the consideration of the 
Presbytery, and alleged that Iiis meaning has boen misapprehended by the Presby- 
tery in their proceedings relative to it, and that he does not hold the doctrines 
they believe to be contained in it — the Presbytery, while they deem the language 
and mode of reasoning used in the book to be calculated to mislead in some important 
doctrines, do, nevertheless, receive Mr. Duffield's declaration of adherence to 
the doetrinal standards of the Presbyterian church, and while they are conscious 
of having been influenced by no unfriendly feeling^, but have been actuated by 
a regard to the purity and prosperity of the kingdom of our Lord Jesus Christ, 
in what they have done, they do agree to put a stop to all further proceedings in 
this case, and to receive him with coi-dial affection and brotherly lo^e.'' 



The papers presented by Mr. M'Clure contained no charges nor 
any Hiing specific, but vague general statements, showing how the 
minds of a few being filled with suspicions by the proceeding^ of Pres- 
bytery, and bein^ personally disaffected towards Mr. Dumeld, had 
misinterpreted his preaching, and supposed that he had been preach- 
ing at them. There are also insinuations in them, that Mr. Duffield 
had violated his faith and ordination vows^ and become a reviler of 
persons, which, however, the Moderator decided, were not to be con- 
sidered as charges. They certainly were slander. 

The report of the committee on tne book, entitled ^'Duffield on Re- 
generation," commences in the following strain of apology and regret: 

^ The committee appointed at the last meeting of the Presbytery to * inquire 
if any, and if any, what erroneous doctrines are cont^dned in the book entitled 
* Duffield on Regeneration,' which require the attention of this Presbytery,' re- 
port — ^That they, have attended to the duty assigned them, but that other numer- 
ous and pressing engagei]aents, together with bodily indisposition, have prevent- 
ed them from giving that very careful investigation to so larg^ and multifarious a 
work, which otherwise they would have bestowed upon it. 

It is with unfeigned regret they are constrained to state, that in their opinion, 
the book does contain a number of objectionable doctrines-doctrines in opposi- 
^on to those taught in the Confession of Faith, and on subjects which are essen- 
tial in the Gospel scheme of salvation. The committee presume it will not be ex- 
pected of them to notice all the objectionable parts of the book, but such only as 
nave a bearing directly or indirectly on important and fundamental articles of our 
Confession of Faith. The attention of the Presbyteiy is therefore called to the 
consideration of the following as the principal ei^rors of the hoolk'^^^Extracis, p . 7. 

Here the committee confess, that ^'o^Aer numerous and pressing 
engagements, together with bodily indisposition, (which no doubt ap- 
plies to Mr. Fullerton, who did not act, ) have prevented them from 
giving that very careful investigation to so large," &c. &g. We note 
3ie singular style of speech here observed, giving an investigation 
io, &c . and bestowing it upon. No doubt the committee meant carefully 
investigating^ &c. 

It would seem there are other " objectionable parts" in the book, but 
that **8uch only as" the committee have quoted **have a bearing 
directly or indirectly on important and fundamental articles of our 
Confession of* Faith." If, therefore, it can be shown that these pas- 
sages or '* parts" do not teach what the Presbytery and their conxmit- 
tee say they do, the book, according to their own showing, is clear, 
and Mr. Duffield stands acquitted of the charges brought against him 
and lus book. 
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ARTICLE I. 



*'0n the nature of life. On page 115, it is said, 'Life consists in the 
reg^ar series of relative, appropriate, characteristic action in an individua 
being.' If life consists in actUmSf and if there is no state or principle previous to 
action, which ipay be denominated Ufe, and of which actions are merely the conse- 
quences, then the inspired writera, yea, our Lord himself, used the word life in a 
very inaccurate manner, in the following and many other passages: * 1 hen shall 
thy life be for his life.' 1 King^, xx. 39. 'Haman stood to make request for his 
life.' Est. vii. r. *The good Shepherd giveth his life for the sheep.* John x. 
11. 'Trouble not yourselves, his life is in him.' Acts xx. 10. This is thus 
noticed,^ because of the importance it assumes in the work, and of its bearing on 
some principal doctnnes. 

Aesolved, That without deciding that the definition of life contained in the 
book is contrary to our Confession of Faith, which gives no definition of life, we 
do nevertheless deem the definition in question as exceedingly unhappy, and cal- 
culated to mislead; and moreover, as having had a very great influence in modi- 
fying certain doctrines of the book, so as to render them inconsistent with the doc- 
trines taught in our standards." — Extracts^ pp. 7 and 8. 

The Presbytery do not decide that •* the definition of life" is con- 
trary to the Confession of Faith i but they " deem it exceedingly t/n* 
Aopjjy" — ^is the definition unhappy? Strange phraseology ! 

The definition when analyzed is found to contain the following 
ideas, viz. Of a regular senes of actions— of those series of actions 
being related to each other— of their beine appropriate to the Crea- 
tor's design — of their transpiring in an individuai being— and of their 
contributing to form or shape the character of that being. All these 
ideas enter into the authors definition of life. Yet the Presbytery 
represent him as making life and actions perfectly synonymous. No 
wonder that Mr. J. Williamson said, according to this idea his watch 
had life; and anotner, that perpetual motion was life, and the like. 
Mr. Duffield's definition, so far as mere physiological principles are 
concerned, corresponds essentially with the ideas of Sir Humf^rey 
Davy, one of the profoundest scholars, and most accurate observers of 
nature in modern days. 

It contemplates a complicated state of being, and when applied to 
man, as Dr. Ely has correctly observed, ** predicates life of tne com- 
plex being, while his body and mind remain in such a state of union 
that they mutually act upon each other." There is a series of acts and 
exercises developing in the soul; at the same time, there are various 
series of chanses and motions taking place in the body, such as breath- 
ing, the circulation of the blood, the digestive and assimilating pro- 
cesses, &c. These mutually affect each other. The mind acts on the 
body, and the body on the mind, as a reciprocal stimulus. While 
these processes are going on, we say that the man * 'lives, " or is in a 
*' living state," or *' there is life in him," just as. we say of a nation, 
that peace dwells in it, or it is in a peaceful state — that glory inhabits 
it, or it is in a glorious state; meaning, by such expressions, that all 
the different processes of industrious effbrti which contribute tO the 
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general weal, are going on uninterruptedly and prosperously. As to 
the causes of those complicated actions which Mr. Duffield calls life, 
he says nothing. They ma^ be many— all under the directing agency 
of the Spirit of God: but that the complicated and characteristic ac- 
tions which we caW living actions or life^ are the result of any specific 
cause — any essence or substantive principle, sui generis^ (of its own 
kind,} having power of itself to produce them, he denies. 

Nor does his definition at all conflict with any of the different se- 
condary meanings attached to the term life. We say secondary sig- 
nifications, for there is scarcely a word in the £ible that has so many 
different shades of meaning. Take a few examples: *' Flesh with the 
We shall ye not eat.^' Gen. ix. 4. The meaning is, you shall not eat 
flesh taken from an animal in the living" state — a thing most cruelly 
done at this day by the Abyssiniahs. *' The tree of the field is man's 
K/c." Deut. XX. 19. i. e. man is preserved in a living state by the 
fruits of the earth — they are his food. . *' Why is life given to the bit- 
ter in soul?" Job iii. 20. i. e. why are the sorrowful in spirit con- 
tinued in a living state — why are they not suffered to die ? " Their 
life is among the unclean." Job xxxvi. 14. i. e. they -spend their 
days and commune with the unclean—- their actions are the same* 
** He gave their /i/c over to the pestilence." Ps. Ixxviii. 50. i. e. the 
pestilence destroyed them—- removed them froni the state of the liv- 
ing. " The righteous regardeth the life of his beast." Prov. xii. 20. 
i. e. doth not abuse or burden the beast so ds to endanger its con- 
tinuance in a living state. 

Quotations might be multiplied without end, showing, that in the 
figurative and common sense use of this word life, in the sacred Scrip- 
tures, there is not implied a substantive jonncip/e per se, as the Pres- 
bytery teach. We might as well talk of death's being a principle, 
because we personify it as frequently as life. We speak ot bein^ in 
deaths and "death's doings," and dying, as we do of being in life, 
and living — is there 2l principle in both cases? It will not be affirmed. 
We mean by the former to designate that state which is characterized 
by the cessation of all relative appropriate actions; and by the latter, 
that state which is characterized by them. lathis sense Mr. Duffield 
uses the term life, nor are his different secondary applications of it 
more various than those of the Scriptures and common settse. The 
quotations of the committee do not prove that life is a principle of it- 
self, having power to produce actions, although they very rashly charge 
their non seqiiiturs on the Spirit of God, and say that if there is no 
such thing, " then the inspired writers, yea, our Lord himself, used 
the word life in a very inaccurate manner," particularly in 1 Kin^s 
XX. 39, " Tny life for his life;" i. e. as the place plainly shows, if he 
dies, thou shalt die too — not a word about substituting the principle 
of life in the one, for the principle of life in the other. ^ Haman made 
request for his life;" i. e. that he should not be put to d^ath-rrnot a 
word about ''the principle" of life.. '^Christ gave his life for the 
sheep;" i. e. lie died for them — ceased from that state characterized 
by those actions peculiar to his human soul and body whefn united* 
'•Trouble not yourselves, for his life is in him;" i. e. is not dead-^all 
appropriate characteristic action has not yet ceased. It is a figurative 
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expression-— a very common method of personification. Take some other 
phrases and passages, and adopting the Presbytery's mode of draw- 
ing inferences^ they will speak nonsense. \^ There is no truth in him." 
Jonn viii. 44. You might just as well, from this passage, infer that 
truth is ?i principle existing in the man, prior toalHiis acts, as that life 
is; '* The leprosy is in the garment,"—" there is death in the pott" 
2 Kings iv. 50. '* The plague is in the walls of the house." Lev. xiv. 
37. ** He shall not taste of death," — "the pestilence is in the city,"— 
*'the cholera is in the air,"— *' the cold is going about," and many 
other like forms of expression are in use, from which it would be ab- 
surd to infer the real existence of an efficient principle, as the Presby- 
tery have done in the case of life. 

The Presbytery attach much importance to this thing. And well 
they may^ for, if there is, in fact, no such thing as a substantive prin- 
ciple called life, anterior to and productive of actions, or as the Editor 
01 the Vermont Chronicle so mystically calls it, the •'power by which 
a spirit goes on to its own perfection," then all the in/erences analo- 
gically drawn in support of a holy principle,-*-a sinful principle,— « 
principle of spiritual life— about ability consisting in the possession of 
a vital principle, implanted by the Spirit of God, and inalMlity in the 
want of it, and consequent depravation of the faculties fall to the 
ground, 

And, like the baseless fabric of a vision^ 
Leave not a rack behind. 

The reader may consult the following passages, and see how absurd 
a thing it would be to understand the term life as the Presbytery do, 
as literally denoting some substantive principle in the essence of the 
man. Gen. xliv. 30. 1 Sam. xix. 5. Job xxxiii. 20 and 28. Isa. xv. 4. 
Ezek. vii. 13. Mat. x. 39. Rom. v. 10. 1 Sam. xxii. 23; xxvi. 24. 
Ps. vii. 5. Job vii. 7* This last text, literally understood, would 
favour the theory of some philosophers, that life is a gas or aura* We. 
might add others without number. The term life is used in common 
parlance by a figure of speech, called personification, and this un- 
ravels the whole mystery of its various applications. To infer the 
literal existence of that which we personify^ is an intellectual exercise 
common among children; but could not fail to excite a smile in alt 
possessed of any degree of cultivated intelligence. 



ARTICLE n. 

'* On the produ6tion of the hunjan soul, the opinion appeati^ to be in-' 
culcated, that it is ex traduce from tlie parents. On this subject^ there is some 
reserve, and the obnoxious opinion may not be entertained, which the book on 
page 299, and previous, seems to hold forth. In that page it is said, * The agen- 
cy of God extends alike to the production of both soul and body.' If, by these 
words, no more is intended than to affirm in general terms, Ihat God is the crea- 
tor both of the soul and the body, there is nothing objectionable; but if it is affirm- 
edy as it appears to be» that God 19 in the same sense the creator of the soul 
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that he is of the body, and in no other sense— -not immediately, btit iostitiroental- 
ly by the parents, the opinion leads directly to materialism. That the above is 
the view designed to be given, we are led to conclude, from* the rejection of the 
other schemes which have been held upon it, as well as from the above quoted 
expression.'* — Exiraeta, p. 8, 

i 

We copy the following from Mr.Duffield's complaint to the Synod^ 

read at their late sessions in Lewist6wD« 

• * The Presbytery have attributed to me sentiments on the production of the 
human soul, which, they are not bold enough actually to say are contained in the 
book. A certain hypothesis on the subject is noticed in the process of an argU' 
roent, on "the derivation of depravity," and to give strength to an objection 
stated, it is for a moment hypothetically admitted. On this hypothetical admis- 
sion they attempt to brand me with what they call the ''obnoxious opinioh.*' It 
is true, they have altered their record, so that what 1 consider to be their original 
slander in relation to myself on this point, is entirely effaced from their proceed- 
ings, thus doing me double injustice. In the original document, they say: ' On 
this subject //« [myself] is somewhat reserved, and may not entertain the 
obnoxious opinion which nis book, page 299, and previous, seems to hold forth.' 

Here the distinction is as plain as can be between me, personally, as the author 
and my book, and no sophistry or metaphysical ingenuity can ever persuade 
people of common sense, that it was only a figure of speech, and that all the 
while, the book only is alluded to. This, the Presbytery, no doubt, saw when 
they ordered it to be altered, as it now appears on your table: else why were the 
alterations made? Other erasures and interlineations in the same paragraph occur, 
which are (designed to avoid the appearance of allusion to me, personally. Yet, 
in the transaction of which I complain, they did allude to me personally, and 
represented me as probably holding sentiments which they condemn, and that be- 
fore an assembly of people, who were in audience — thus travelling out of the. re- 
cord of the book to inlander me, I say not designedly, but in very deed, for 
• speculations,' which they say, they * regret should have found a place in a 
•work, professedly treating on the important doctrine of Regeneration, to the 
exclusion of much more appropriate and important matter.' 
\ Have the Presbytery a right to judge in this matter ? My judgment and dis» 
cretion, whether correct or incorrect, as to the management of an argument, is 
not a legitimate matter for ecclesiastical censure, which the Presbytery say they 
are comttrained to inflict In having done so, they have invaded my personal 
liberty, and been guilty of a gross act of ecclesiastical tyranny. Beside, I might 
ask how it is possibleHfor much more appropriate, and profitable matter to have 
been excluded from a work of 600 pages professedly on Regeneration, by a short 
train of hypothetical reasoning that does not cover more than two or three 
pages, showing the falsity of the supposition of the simultaneous creation of all 
hnman souls? Have the Presbytery a right in this style, and on such themes, in 
their ecclesiastical character, to censure the productions of their members, 
and by authority brand a man as holding opprobrious tenetsP Resides, even 
were it a sentiment advanced in my book, or entertained by me, it does not legi- 
timately bring me within the sphere of the Presbytery's scrutiny and censure, 
for on this subject the standards and the Bible say nothing. The allegation even 
if true, would be irrelevant "—PA*/o(/c//?Atan, Nov, 22. 

• 

The reader will perceive, that the Presbytery make suppositions; 
** IF it is affirmed," &c. The General Assembly say, *' That a man 
cannot fairly be convicted of heresy for using expressions which may 
be 80 interpreted as to involve heretical doctrines, if they may also 
admit of a favourable construction." And, also, '^ That no man can 
rightly be convicted of heresy by inference or implication." Min. 1824j 
p- 220. * 
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As to die passages the Presbytery h^ve extracted to prove heresy 
in respect of the origin of the soul, the first taken from page Sir of 
the book, is- designed by the author to show, that assuming that the 
soul is not physically depraved, whatever agency God may exert in 
the production of it— even admitting that it should be instrumentally, 
as in the case of the body^rKJoes not at all implicate Him, as though 
He were the author of sin. This admission, for the purpose of 
giving weight to an objection which the author was designing to re- 
fute, can never, by any one acquainted with the structure of an argu- 
ment, be fairly inferred as the author's opinion. The second ex- 
tract, from pages 298 and 299, is designed by the author to show, that 
the absurd idea which Dr. Green and a few others have advocated^ 
that all human souls were created at once, when Adam's was, requires 
stronger proof than any which has yet been avbmitted in support 
©fit . 

Bven admittingr that the agency of God in creating the human 
soul is exerted according to fixed and established laws, progressively 
as the -several generations arise; and that that agency is exerted in. co- 
operation whh the agency of man^ or instrumental ly, it remains for 
Mr. Williamson, or the committee, or Presbytery, to show how the 
idea leads to materialism* It is a perfect non sequitur. If God or- 
dained a law, that his power should be exerted in the production of 
human souls, simultaneously with certain actions of men, does it 
follow that therefore all souls must be material? By no means. We 
do not pretend to affirm that this is the fact; but we only make the 
supposition to show how utterly fallacious and illogical is the commit- 
tee's reasoning, as though God could not exercise his power to create 
spirit in co-operation with human instrumentality, but that his power 
is necessarily confined to material productions! It is certainly a very 
absurd idea for those to entertain, or even hint, who say that in re- 
generation God does immediately, by an act of power, create a prin- 
ciple of spiritual life in the soul; for, if they believe the Bible, they 
must acknowledge that this power of God is exerted in co-operation 
with the agency, or through tne instrumentality of man in preacliing, 
or pressing the truth upon the attention of sinners. Does this doc- 
trine of physical regeneration lead to materialism? 

As for the third extract, which has been appended in a note on page 
9 of Mr. Williamson's publication, the author in it assumes as facts 
the progressive formation of men by the agency of God, and the gra- 
dual evolution of their rational and moral powers, and from these un- 
dertakes to show how the posterity ofMdam became affected by his 
sin and falU The quotation is not to the point 



ARTICLE in. 



"The imajgc of God, in which man was created, is a subject on which 
the book differs from our «taad«rdB. The intellectual and moral charac« 
ter of man is indeed mentioned, as forming part of the image; but in what is 




called the Mre^gU Ufioimta^ vis* •xfiM^AU, tntkmti, add $fi$HhiallaS6^^ we 
are taught to befieve the resemblance pruM^paUjr consists. But sutely there is 
not in God vegdabk and ahimal, as well as spiritual life: nor can U»e mumber tbrwe 
fhmiah a strikin^^ representation of the Deity: if it does, then a triangle might 
»ye a clear idea of the blessed IVinity f In the Larger Catechism, (answer to 
I7th Quest) man is said to ^ave been * created after the iftiage of God til know* 
k^ righuouinett, and holineii^' agveeablj to Colos, !ii; 10, and Eph. iz. 24.'' 
-^Extracts, p. 9. 

• ' , • 

We give an extract from Itfr. Duffield'a complaint in ree;arcl to tbitf 
article, which is as follows. 

'< The Presbyteiy too hare represented the book ad containing sentiments on 
tiie subject of the image of God^ in which man was created, at war urith tho 
standards. This is not correct There is no denial of any thing represented in 
the standards, as constituting that image* Any things over and above is not im- 
pugpning the standards. There is in the book a critical kiquiiy as to the flill and 
' precis^ import of the 26th verse, of the 1st chapteif of Genesis, and some ideas ad- 
vanced as to the Trinity in man, which renders him peculiarly and characteristically 
Afferent trom all other intelligeift creatures^ and a likeness of God, that are re- 
* presented as being of principal eonsequence in the investigation, Uien and there 
conducted. . This every one will at onpe perceive is a very diffident thing firom 
representing that th^ thing of principal consequence dbsokst^ considered* in 
relation to w image of God, Was that which in a particular connexion or relation* 
wk8 thought to be important or of principal eonsequence. This is the sense in 
wliich the word ill used, asthevmy sentence quoted by Presbytery, plainly shows. 
"We all axe in the habit of speakm^ of a thmg as of principal consequence, in 
view of some particular derig^, or of ita own i^tiiceimportance, while w^ never 
mean or expect to be understood as intimating, that abaSkU^y conridered, it is^^e 
tJmf thing to which we attach the principal or highest fmportance. Moreover* 
the Presbytery have insinuated that the book teaches that God possesses animal* 
vegetable and spiritual life — and that the image of God in man, conasts in tiiese 
three kinds of life-^-^md that the number three, tbmishes a striking representation 
«f tifas Deity, There are no such ideas taught in the book* nor can they be in- 
ferred fro«i any thing in it* by any legitimate deductions whatever.— JPA«ftidBl* 
pAum* Jfov. 23, 1832. 

Knowledge, righteousness, and holiness, are three great e»iential 
features of the divine image, which man shares in common with tiie 
angehu The featuro of resemblance which is peculiar, and makes him 
dl&r as a creature from the angels, is that of which Mr. DoAeld 
treats, and tiie thin^ which, in thia remecU he sa^s is of principal con* 
sequence, is the Tnnity in man. that he has noticed. In other parts 
of his work, however, when speaking of the image of God absolutely, 
he illustrates fully these three girand features of moral resemblance to 
. the Deiijf as may be seen from page 191 to 194 of the Bdok. 



ARTICLE IV. 



<*Tlie book maintains that Adam stood in the reUtion of a parent only to 
hkl posterity, or at the head of hb race, just as the first aitimals and vegeta- 
blcs <Kd to thdr respective progenies; and not as the federal head and represen- 
Utive of his posterity. In proof of tins, the. following parts of the book are re- 
feri«dto— p. 291,**— J?j?/rac/*, p. 10. 

■ C 
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The Presbjtety qvoie one sentence from pegei^l, two'from page 
29£~-<a whole page of matter intervening; then thej return and quote 
two more from page S88, and end with one from pages 301 and 302f 
the object of wiiich is to prove, that Mn Dui&eld teaches that Adatki 
stood m the relation of SLj)arent only to his posterity, just as the first of 
other creatures did to their descendants. This is a remarkable speci- 
men of reasoning. Mr. Duffield is tracing a great principle wjiich per-' 
vades the whole government of God, but is differentljr modified in the 
animal and vegetable kingdoms. He notices it as extending even to 
man, considered as an intellectual and moral being, and undertakes to 
show its bearing upon the character of Adam's offspring* The prin- 
ciple is that of assimilating development, or by virtue of the depen^ 
dence amon^ the creatures which marks the government of God, one 
creature springs from another, and bears along with it its own consti- 
tutional nature, and acquires in its development the same character* 
When we say that one moral being descending from another becomes 
assimilated in its character to that from which it sprung, the idea is 
very different from this, that one animal or one vegetable possesses 
the properties of that from which it springs ; and yet the mind accus- 
tomed to philosophize can easily perceive that the same principle per- 
^ vades the whole* The motion of a stone let fall towards the centre of 
the earth, — ^the rise and fall of the tides,— -the oscilliations of the pen- 
dulum,— and the revolution of the planets in their orbits, are all as dif- 
ferent as thin^ possibly can be, and yet a mind acquainted with the 
Newtonian Philosophy can perceive the same great principle or law of 
gravitaltion pervading the wnole* It would be just as logical to sav,. 
because the principle m bath cases is the same, that the tides roll in tne 
ocean just as the pendulum vibrates in the cb>ck, or, that the stone* 
falls to the grouna just as the earth wheels round in its orbit, as to 
say, as the Presbytery have done, that Mr. Duffield, in describing;; 
the same principle in its application to moral, as well as animal beings, 
makes Adam stand *' in the relation of a parent only to his posterity, 
or at the head of his race, just as the first animals and vegetables did 
to their respective progenies. ^ Mr. Duffield^ in some of the very pas- 
sages which the Presbytery have quoted,, distinguishes between Adam 
as the parent, and Adam as the head of bis offspring $ and speaks of 
the relation which God had constituted between them in both respects. 
And yet the Presbytery endeavor to make it appear, that he represents 
Adam as standing in the relation of parent (mlyy because forsooth he 
speaks of the same principle as observable in the developments from. 
Adam, as the animal parent, and as the moral head of his offspring.— 
If the Presbytery cannot distinguish^ they ought to be careful how tney 
represent Mr* Duffield as using the words parent and head as mere 
synonymes, when he does no such thing. 

*' That he did not stand as ihe federal head &ud npreaentative ofmankindf ful- 
ly appears from the following quotations — page 374. '' 

** Here Adam's representative character is held up as. a theory,^ phiioBOpkieal 
theory f which men may or may not receive, and consequently not a truth coa- 
rtained in the word of God,'' — JExtracts, p. 11, 

In support of these assertions, the Presbytery quote one short sen- 
tence from page 374, and carefully »void boUi tne sentence immediate- 
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\j pfeceding and ttiftt succeeding it, whlcjl qtmli/^ the id^a. The 
assertion Mr. Duffield makes is, that the views which are expressied on 
the subject of representation, and of our partaking in the acts of pa* 
r^ts, (the Presbytery have inserted the words **our first pare^s,'^ 
which neither are m the sentence nor in the book, nor can lawfully be 
introduced, for he is not there speaking of our first parents,) are not the 
things which affect the conscience. And no man in his senses will af- 
firm that they do. Yet, inasmuch as Mr. Duffield says that a man 
does uot feel conscious of guilt, because of the acts of his parents, the 
Presbytery accuse him of denying that *'^dam was the federal head 
and representative of mankind.^^ Mr. Duffield is not talking about 
Adam at all, but of the shame that a child now feels, in contemplating 
the sinful conduct of its immediate parent. It does feel it, and feel it 
deeply, but that, he denies to be because of representation, &c. If 
men choose to explain the fact of its shame, and sense of uneasiness in 
this way, he says they may do so— *it is their theory — ^but this is not the 
thins which affects the conscience. It is the very same idea that Mr. 
Dumeld is exhibiting in the second passage quoted by Presbytery from 
page 569. He is speaking of the sin which attaches to us personally, 
that is, which we personally .commit, and he says that no man feels 
that the stn which Adam committed was his own personal sin, or a sin 
which he himself committed. If in order to make it appear so, men 
will talk about morod unity ^ or representation, or of acting by another, 
tha tis, of our bein^ personally criminal for the act of Adam, Mr. 
Duffield says they taKe for granted this monstrous absurdity, that we, 
^ long before we existed, were regarded by God as '* personally undti- 

the ocft^a/ government of law, " i . e • as criminal, for havins done a thing 
which happened thousands ef years before we had a being] The Pres- 
bytery have misquoted the sentence so as to make it penectly unintel- 
ligible. Mr. Duffield denies that we committed in our own persons 
the sin of Adam, and for this the Presbytery represent him as denying 
ihe representative character of Adami Mr. Duffield talks of the idea 
of moral unity ^ or acting in another (the word " 6y" by mistake of 
the printer being used for <**V) as a philosophical theory, and the 
Presbytery represent him as denying ** a truth contained in the word 
of God." Verily there is no such doctrine taught in the Bible, that 
we are all personally in Adam. 

The Sd passage is quoted from page 391. The idea that Mr, Duf- 
field combats there, is that of the union of representation. He does not 
deny representation, but that we yrevepersorudly in Adam. He denies 
also, that Adam's representation of his posterity, is to be explained up- 
on principles of commer^'o/ justice, that is, we are not to regard God as 
a great creditor holding us by virtue of a commercial bond of union, per- 
sonally liable fi)r his (Adam's) debt, as being guilty co-oartners with 
him in his kansgression. Nor indeed does he actaall vaeny this, but 
he calls for better proof than has as jret been exhibited, that this is the 
. true account of Adam's representation. We verily believe there is 
not a member of the Carlisle Presbytery that would dare to say this is 
, his opinion. 

The last extract from page S9£, is of precisely the same character 
with the foregoing. Mr, Duffield is speaking of the Providence of 
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God, which'Tisits the iniquittes of the fathers upon the children, and 
quotes some texts of scripture on the subject. The language is as 
strong and pointed as any that occurs in the Bible, In relation to the 
connexipn of Adam and his posterity. Yet he says no one will pre- 
tend to say that there is a hffo! union, or moral iDENxrrT between 
them, by virtue of which the cnildren are r^arded as personally crimi- 
nal for the acts of their ancestors. Such an union, or identity he de- 
nies to have existed between Adam and his posterity. They are not 
personally criminal for his sin, as thou^ they had committed it along 
with him, or personally participated widi him in it And so says John 
Calvin, whatever the Presbytery of Carlisle may be disponed to say 
to the contrary, as will be shown when we notice the next article of 
the report. 

^ The charge brought against Mr. Duffield in this article, he has de« 
nied in his complaint to ^Synod, from which we make the following 
extract. 

** The Presbjrtery char^ the book with teaclung that Adam stood in the re* 
lalSte of 9k parent only to hisposterity, kc, just as the first aniipals and vegetables 
did to thev respective progenies, &c. This is not true. Nor has the Presbytery 
by their garbled extracts proved it^ even though it is not a ^fficult tlung, by 
takine sentences from ^eir proper connexion, whose import can only be ascer- 
tuned by a reference to the scope and design of the writer, and by putting them 
in new connexions,or by reasoning on them as abstract proportions, to eonvict a 
writer of error, who is orthodox enough if he be allowed to speak for himself. 
The fahdty of ihe Presbytery's allegations will appear from the following extraots. 

'*They (i. e. the posterity of Adam) inherit a constitutional nature, which has 
been subjected, by virtue of the consiituiion of God, to a forfeiture of those pri- 
vileges and immumties, wMch would have ensued or been prolonged, on the obe- 
diemse of our great primogenitor."— ^pp« 302, 303. 

Here a moral relation is explicitly taught. Again, 

^ Adam was constituted, as it were, the fountun, whence life or death was to 
flow to his descendants, dur fortunes were placed in his hands; and whatever, 
<m the one hand, of enjojrment he was rendered susceptible, and of resources 
for it with which he was furnished; or, on the other hand, of misery, and the 
•means by which'it could be proceed, constituted the estate or inheritance which 
should be parcelled out among his descendsnts and httrs. On them, tiie conse- 
quences or his rebellion fall, and they are subjected to the very same forfeitures 
which he incurred. He4ncurred the forfeiture of that life, which in innocence, 
he possessed, and the interruption and loss of that communion witii God, winch 
he enjoyed.'*— pp. 303, 304. 

Again, 

"** Man was subjected to a forfeiture of all that life, which, in a state of inno- 
t^nce our first parents possessed, and for any thing he knew, or could do, to 
better his condition, it must have been eternal. '^^—p« SOS* 



Yet again 
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«Bv Tirtue of our connexion vdth Adam as descending from him, we are sub- 
jected in fitct to the forfeiture of all the privileges and immunities pertaining to a 
state of innocence: It cannot for a moment be alleged, that we are treated as 
we would have been, had we been the children of innocent parents.''— p. 306. 

And once more, 

'** Most undeniably, it is agreeable to the comiUutim which he (God) ordain* 
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ed Tnth our first parentSy that their ad of rebellion against himself, should be fol- 
lowed with the death of all /^ieiir progeny/' *' I'his death and depravity of his 
(Adam's) ofFspring« therefore, may very appropriately be called the punishment 
of Ms sin, or the penalty annexed to that great moral constitution, wluch God 
ordained with him as the head and parent of the human family." — pp. S87, 288. 

** Thus it is obvious that there is a distinction between the natural and moral 
relations, between Adam and his postei^ity, both recognised and taught in the 
boo^, which the Presbytery have denied, saying that it teaches no other than the 
natunil relation! How the Presbytery with such extracts before them could 
have represented me as denying the 2d sec. of chap. yiL of the Confession, which 
says, that the 'first covenant made with man, was a covenant of works, wherein 
life was promised to Adam^ and in him to his posterity, upon condition of per- 
fect ftnd personal obedience,' or the answer to 22d question of Larger Catechism 
is to me pasang strange indeed. " 

** Here the Presbytery have ordered a minute to be introduced ^hich is not 
aocording to fact. It is not true as intimated ip that minute, that the Presbytery 
Called for and proceeded to consider the next article without passing on the 
fourth. The Presbytery adopted a resolution of which I have the copy, and 
lir. De Witt also, which was never regularly reconsidered or rescinded, as Mir. 
J. Williamson himself admitted in Presbytery. The minute as it stands, is a vio- 
lation of truth. All Presbyterial acts most be according to rule; if not, they have 
no Validity. And the Presbytery in corre«tl|^ their minutes must ever be mor- 
ally incompetent to^amend mem so as to make them assert what is not true, as a 
matter of fact. I notice this circumstance because I hold it to be a principle of 
vital consequence in Presbyterian government, that inferior courts are bound to 
give ki their minutes a faithfiil statement of all their acts and doings, which if in 
one case may be deviated from, may in oliiers, and eventually nullify our whole 
system of review and controul in. the supreme judicatures, and establish the ab- 
aohite independence of Presb3rteries, and by a parity of reasoning, of sessions, 
and eventually destroy the diiUinctive features (^ Presbyterianism, and render 
our churches congregational.''-"-PAt/(gdieijp^Mifi, iVbt% 22. 



ARTICLE V. 



<*The death of infants is the mere liatural result or consequence of Adam's 
sin, by virtue of their connexion with him as a parent only : not the kgal punish- 
ment on account of the imputation of Adam's first sin to his posterity. There is 
no such imputation of sixu^'^Extraets, p. 12. 
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The object of these extracts is to prove that Mn Dufiield denies the 
doctrine of imputoHaru On that subject Mr. Duffield says, in his 
complaint: . 

*' Such a misrepresentation might have been looked for, after the fiilse state- 
ments made under the preceding head, that I taught that Adam stood in no other- 
relation to his posterity, than as a parent, &c. I have shown that the boc^c teaches 
that * tiie death and depravity of Adam's ofi'spring may be very appropriiately 
called ihepuniahmeni (not sunering as the Presbytery have it) of his sin. ' I have 
therefore not denied the imputation of his sin.. But I have denied that his pos- 
terity did personally participate in the act and crime of Adam's sin. This forms 
no part or the doctrine of imputation' as taught in our standards, or by any mo- 
dern orthodox divines, nor even by Calvin himself. Nor does the denial impugn 
Iht 6th chap. 3d sec. of the Confession, or the answers to the 22d and 25 th ques- 
tions in the Larger Catechisms. " 
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The doctrine of the Presbytery on the sabjeCt of imputatidn, If it i9 
allowable to infer it from their own language, is, that tlie sin of Adam 
is imputed*— that is, set down to the personal'account of every one of 
his posterity, and that God, as the great moral Governor, punishes 
them personally, L e. inflicts vengeance (for that is the idea of punish- 
ment) upon them individually for it, as bein^ personally guilty of that 
very sin>— and that this is done accoinling to law^ or by legal authorityv 
This is what they mean, if they mean any thing, by ^Hegcd punish- 
ment on account of the imputation of Adam's first sin to his posterity.'^ 
This 18 not the doctrine of 1he standards. Calvin expressly denies 
it in several places. 

"Although we may perish by another's crime, (because, by means of 
aliena culpa^ the ablative of the cause,) yet, at the same time is the 
Dipper personal (propriam) crime of every one to be added to it* 
^therefore we are not condemned in Adam as if we had been in our- 
selves free from guilt (innoxii,) but we have contracted defilement from? 
liis sin, and thus it has happened that every one may sustain the pun- 
ishment of his own proper i. e. personal crime.* 

•'Neither is that the obligation of another's crime, inasmuch as it is 
said that we have become guilty, in the judgment of God, through the 
sin of Adam: it is not so to be understood, as if we ourselves innocent 
and undeserving, should sustain the blame of his crime, "t 

*'In the sin of Adam we are not condemned byjmputcUion alone, as 
if punishment were exacted of us for another sin, but for this reason 
we sustain its punishment, because also, we are ^ilty of crime, 
(chargable with criminality quia et sumus cidpce rei)j inasmuch as our 
nature vitiated in him is charged by God with the guilt of sin," i. e. 
Gk>d sees and judges that au mankind will repeat the' rebellion of 
Adam's sin, after the same way and in consequence of Adam's sin, 
and he treats them accordingly. | 

This is exactly the doctrine Mr. Duffield teaches. He denies that 
we personally participated in. the act and crime of Adam's sin. We 
had neither hand nor mouth nor part in it, for we had no being at the 
time; neither our souls nor bodies existed in Adam. Yet God saw, and 
it was morally certain, that we should all sin, and he adapts his whole 
moral dispensation to our fallen and rebellious state. He treats us as 
sinners from the very first In him we were tried, and in him. we fell. 
God's trial of Adam was as a public person, as the great moral Head 
of our race. The consequence of his failure affected us^ We are 
treated as fallen creatures, but the moral turpitude of Adam's siu is 



* Quamvis pereamus aliena culpa, tamen culpam cujusque propriam simol 
conjunctam esse. Non erg^ damnamur in Adam acsi essemus in nobb innoxii, 
sed contranmus labem ex ejuspercato, atque ita factum est, ut quisque posnam 
proprls sustineat. Praclect. Jo. Calv. in Ezek. pp. 167 and 181-^. 

f Neque ista est alieni delicti obligatio^-quod enim dicitur, nos per Adae 
peccatum obnoxioB esse factos Dei judicio: non ita accipiendum est, insontes 
ipsi et immerentes culpam delicti ejus sustineremus. Inst. ii. Cal. c. 1. sec. 8. 

i Peccato Adoe, non per solam imputationem damnamur acsi alieni peccatl 
engeretura nobis poena; ^ed idea poenam ejus sustinemus quia et culps samas 
rei, quatenus sllicet natura nostra in ipso vitiata, iniquitatis abstringitur apud 
Deum. Com. Kom. Cap. v. 17. 



not transferred, ta u»— «w& are not personally participant in its act and 
ill desert. Hear the author himself. 

<*That they (that is infants) persmaUy are punished for the an of Adam, unless 
the "expression be understood in a general and figuratiye sense, as are many 
which occur in common parlance^nbne can affirm, who deny that Jdam'a am, 
wds personally our sin, or that the ill desert or moral turpittuk of his sin was 
transferred to us.'' pages 384, 385. 

This is the doctrine of the Theological Professors at Princeton, whose 
orthodoxy has never been suspected. ^'Our main object has been at- 
taint, it we have succeeded in diBobumig the'minds of those brethren 
who have been accustomed to reject and contemn the doctrine of impu- 
tation, under the impression that it teaches ^'a oneness with Adam in 
action," and **a transfer of moral acts, or moral character^^^ from him 
tons. That this is not the doctrine, we hope we have abundantly 
proved. Nothing more is meant by the imputation of sin, than to 
cause one man to bear the iniquity of another, i. e^ to suffer on ac* 
count of it. See Biblical Repertory, vol. ii. p. 461, 462. If, there- 
fore, Mr. Duffield, in denying that we personally partake of the act 
and crime of Adam's sin*— or that we were one in him* — ^identified 
with him» or that the moral turpitude of his act is transferred to us, has 
denied the doctrine of imputation; so have the Princeton professors. 
They positively deny that Adam's "«m is personally ours^ or that its 
moral turpitude is transferred from him to us." Bib. Rep. p. 461. 
And this is all that he has done. 

We invite the reader's attention to the Presbytery's extracts from 
the book in proof of their assertion. The first is taken from page 389. 
The whole design of the author in this place is to show, that oneness in 
Adam— or our bein^ summed up in him^ (shall* we say all souls crowded . 
into himP), and being accounted but one moral person, forms no part 
of the scriptural doctrine of imputation or representation in Adam— - 
that it is all unprofitable theory. This the Princeton professors have 
confessed. The £d, Sd, 4th and 5th quotations from pages 395, 287, 
S88, 369, 373, are to the same effect. Why then must that be counted 
heresy in Mr. Duffield, which is acknowledged to be orthodox enough 
in Calvin and the Princeton doctors? 

The last quotation from page 366 is a garbled extract. Part of the 
first, and the two last sentences are given. All the foregoing, which 
illustrates the author's meaning, and proves the correctness of the cri- 
ticism are left out. And thus, by this quotation, taken out of its pro- 
per connexion, the Presbytery attempt to convict Mr. Duffield of 
neresy, just as the infidel has tried to convict the Apostle Paul of 
in!unorality, by quoting Rom. iii. 7. *'If the truth of God hath more 
abounded through my lie unto his gloryj why yet am I also judged as 
a sinner?" Mr. Duffield speaks of the great constitution ordained 
with Adam, and teaches the very same doctrine of the Princeton pro- 
fessors, "that Adam" was not on trial for himself alone, **but also for 
us, and consequently that we fell when he fell, and should therefore, 
bow before God as members of an apostate and condemned- race. '^ 
Bib. Rep. p. 461. It is true he does not use their words^ but there 



24 



is nothing in his book which militates i^nst the abote accredited ex 
catheira exposition of the doctrine of umputation. 



ARTICLE VI. 



" Id estimating human deprayityy exehuive regard mast be had to the acts and 
exerd$e3 of the totU, and all hoUntss, or sinfulness is actually acquired by an exer* 
cise of the will. There c&n be no principle of holiness or sin inherent in thft 
soul, whkh is the proper cause of moral action: and no hereditaiy innate de- 
pravity of human nature." — Extracts^ p, 10. 

The Presbytery quote five sentences from pa^es 338, 277, 278, to 
prove that Mr. Ihiffield teaches that all sin h in its verj nature volun- 
tary. This his book plainly teaches. Again, and again, he contends 
that it is not physicauy necessary— that it consists not in mere exist- 
ence: but that it is, an act or exercise, which in its vdry nature im- 
plies volition. And this is the doctrine of the Bible,/-^8in is the trans- 
gression of the law,'' 1 John, iii. 4. A transgression is a voluntary 
act* This is also the doctrine of the standards. >^Sin is any want 
of conformity unto, or transgression of any law of God, given as a rule 
to the reasonable creature." Lar. Cat. Quest 24. A rule given to 
a reasonable creature is designed to determine and regulate its volun- 
tary conduct. To refuse or fail to do what the rule requires, i. e. a 
want of conformity unto it, is as voluntary a thing as to choose to do 
what it prohibits. And this yet further is the doctrine of Calvin. 

^^Because it would not be sin unless it were voluntary."* Holi- 
.ness is the opposite, of sin, and Mr. Duffield makes it to consist in that 
aurdent love or benevolence, which secures obedience to the will of 
God, and proves the individual to be consecrated to God. Love 
is a voluntary affection, i. e. it involves an exercise of will. We 
are commanded to love God — a command is designed to secure the 
voluntary actions of the subject And thus the Apostle speaks. 
As ye have yielded your members, (altogether a voluntary exercise) 
servants to uncleanness, and to iniquity unto iniquity^ even so now 
yicild (in the same voluntary manner) your members servants to right- 
eousness unto holiness. Let your willing conformity to the law of 
God prove the holiness of your character— the vigour of the love which 
influences your conduct. And such is the interpretation of John 
Calvin. 

"I interpret righteousness for the law and rule of living rightly, 
whose end is sanctification^ that thus the faithful may consecrate 
themselves purely to the service of G|)d."t 

. As to ac^ring sin and holiness by an act of will, Mr. Duffield 
does not intimate any such idea. There is nothing like it in the book. 

* Quia peccatum non esset nisi vohmtariam ; J. Calvin, Bom rii. 14. 

f Justil;iam pro lej^ et regula juste Vivendi positan interpretor,cuju9 finis est 
sanctilicatio: ut sQihcet pure se fideles in Dei cultum consecrent J« Calvin, 
ad Cor. 
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• - 
and as to any "principle of holiness or sin inherent in the soul^* which 
is the proper cause of moral action" we are utterly at a loss to form any 
conception. These are words without ideas : vox et prseterea nil. What 
is moral action? ^ It is the action or doing of a moral agent What is a 
moral agent? It is a voluntary being who is required and capacitated to 
act according to rule. The agent is the cause of action* Every moral 
agent must be the author of his own actions. He is a mere machine if 
he is not. But is not a moral agent dependent? Undoubtedly. Many 
circumstances and considerations, may furnish motives to sway or de- 
termine his voluntary actions. These, in a certain sense^ may be call- 
ed the causes^ of his actions. They are the things which influence him 
to act. But it is not in this sense the Presbytery speak of sin or holi- 
ness, as being the cause of voluntary or moral action, for according to 
their showing, it is ^'inherent in the soul," atid therefore cannot operate 
as a motive. Surely the Presbytery will not pretend that «uch unin- 
telligible language shall be made the test of orthodoxy. There is no- 
thing like it in the Confession of Faith and Catechisms^ or any writer 
who expresses himself with perspicuity. 

But to deny such a principle to beinherentin the soul is pronounced 
a denial of "hereditary innate depravity," that is, as we suppose, the 
depravity which we inherit from Adam, and with which we are born 
into the world; or in the language of the Confession, the corrupted na- 
ture (of our first parents) conveyed to all their posterity descending 
from ttiem by ordinarv generation. Chap. vi. Sec. 3. There is nothing 
in Mr. Duiiield's book which is opposed to the language and sentiment 
of the Confession just quoted, or to the "hereditary innate depravity" 
of the Presbytery, if that is what is meant by this phrase. That men^ 
are prone to sin — that there is a universal tendency of human nature to 
sin-r-and that that tendency secures actual sin, as soon as the individual 
is capable of moral action — all this Mr. Duffield admits and teaches* 
On page 244 of his book he says, ^'Men naturally and universally incline 
to evil. We see it in the infant as soon as it is capable of knowing evil. 
Fierce passions rage in the little breast^ and as it advances, its deport- 
ment verifies the observation of the wise man, that ^Hhe wicked are es- 
tranged from the womb: they go astray as soon as they be born, speak- 
ing lies." But while he thus admits, and teaches universal and entire de- 
pravity, or "the corruption of his whole nature," as the Catechism cx- 
Sresses it, and which it says is ^'commonly called original sin," he 
enies, 

. 1. That there is any specific cause or propensity to sin, distinct from 
our constitutional propensities, or the instinct or appetites peculiat to 
the nature of man . He has shown that Adam and Eve sinned without 
such specific cause, or propensity to sin. He has maintained that sudi 
a specific cause in the nature, rendering men prepense to sin if propa- 
gated by natural generation, as are our legs and arms and all-our con- 
stitutional properties, would render sin physically necessary, and con- 
sequently (lestroy all accountability. For common sense holds it as 
an undeniable axiom, that we are nOt to blame for what it is absolutely 
impossible in the nature of things to prevent. Thus the serpent is a 
reptile of a poisonous nature^ aiid is prone to bite. Its physical con- 
struction renders this unavoidable, Tne ox is a gramiQiiverous animal, 
and its appetites render it prone to eat grass ! But this is a result inev- 
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kaUe from its very condtitution — ^in other words, phyncally net^easary* 
Th&t men have a specific protieness to sin wrought in their very consti- 
tutional being, as tne ox has to eat grass, or the serpent to secrete, and 
inject, its poison when it bites, he denies; for that would be to make 
men sin by necessity ofncdure^ and render God the author of sin: — ^both 
which ideas are expressly denied in the Confession of Faith — See 
Chap. iii. Sec. 1 . and Chap. ix. Sec. 1 . 

2. He also denies that there is such a thing as physical depravity, 
that is, that any mere modification of simple being, is in itseli sinful^ 
for that too would be to make God the autnor of sin. The Presbytery 
disclaim such a doctrine. By physical, Mr. Duffield does not mean 
natural. He has defined his meaning of the term to be ^^some con^ 
stituticm of simple nature, or created being," — ^and by physical de- 
pravity — some modification of the soul which renders it the necessary 
cause of sinful actions. That Owen and others wrote in terms which 
convey such an idea, Mr. Duffield has shown. The Presbytery say that 
he has misrepresented them, but they speak for themselves. The ex- 
tract from pages £82, 283, 284, 302, 310, 379, and 380, are all de- 
signed to prove, if we can understand the review, that Mr. Duffield 
has nlisrepresented Owen, and Calvin, &c. We cannot see that they 
prove any such thing* He is speaking on the subject oi physical depra^ 
vity in tnose extracts, and condemning it, as taught by Owen, &c. 
which the Presbytery certainly have no right to censure, for they ac- 
count it a slander to say that niey themselves believe and teach it 

3. Mr. Duffield also denies that it is at all necessary to account for 
the derivation of depravity, to suppose that original sin consists in any 
physical defect, i. e. want of constitutional faculties, or in any consti- 
tution of simple nature or created being. This the Presbytery have 
expressly denied also, and seem to be quite indisntot that Mr. Duf- 
field should have even supposed that any writer of note ever held such 
an idea. Hear their spinted animadversion. 

**It is necessary here to observe on the above quotations, 1 . That there appears 
evidently eJthep a misapprehension or a misrepresentation of the doctrine o f origi- 
nal sin or innate depravity, as held by old Calvinistic writers, asr- though they 
taught that it consists in some physical defect, or some constitution of simple na- 
ture— K>r created being, or essence, or such like possessing power* to controul 
voluntary action, which never was maintained by any of the orthodox writers of 
note referred to, or any such of our own church, so fai* as known to us. " 

4. Mr. Duffield undertakes to show how the universal propensities of 
men to sin, with which they are born into this world, can be satisfacto- 
rily explained, without supposing that there is any principle per se, or 
specific cause inherent in the texture or being of the sou), which ren- 
ders their sin physicallv necessary. And he does it, exactly in the 
very same way which the great £dwards has done, who has, more 
aaccessfiilly than any other man, advocated the doctrine of original 
sin. We give an extract from that grej^tly celebrated divine, and 
.the reader will see how exactly Mr. Duffield's views correspond with 
his. 

« 

■ 

•q:n ordento account for a sinful corruption of nature, yea, a total native depravity 
of the heart of man, there is not the least need of supposing any evil quality infkii^y 
implanted, or unvught into the nature of man, by 2Lny positive cause or mfluence 
whatever, either from God, or the creature; or of supposing that man is conceived 
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iwe,^ I think a little attention to the nature of things will be sufficient to satisfy 
any impartial considerate inquirer, that the absence of positive good principles, 
and so the withholding of a special divine influence to impart and maintain those 
good principles — ^leaving the common natural principles of self-love, natural ap- 
petite, &c. to themselves, without the government of superior divine principles, 
will certainly be followed with the corruption, yea the total corruption or the 
heart, without occasion for any positive influence at all; and that it was thus in 
' &ct that corruption of nature came on Adam immediately on his fall, comes on 
all his posterity, as sinning in him and falling with him ." Edwards' Works, Vol. 
II. pp. 532, 533. 

Hear Mr. Duffield: 

■ 

•Their (our first parents*) progeny are placed un^er circumstances^ by no 
means as propitious to holiness, and it would be strange indeed, if they would 
not, most naturally, through the very impulses of their constitutional susceptibili- 
ties, be induced to choose what Gckl forbids." p« 380. 

**The n^oral certainty is as strong as any thing can be, that the very suscepti- 
bilities of its nature, being, at the earliest moment, excited by sinful or forbidden 
objects, — and God being under no obligations, nor choosing, in this world, to 
vouchsafe the influence of his Holy Spirit, ^vhich is necessary to prevent from 
choosing and doing what is^wrong, — ^there shall take place those acts, of which 
alone we can legitimately and intelligibly predicate moral depravity." p. 379. 

5. Mr. Duffield has deqlined^ in the discussion which he has pro- 
posed in the chapter where he treats of the original of human depravity, 
the use of the phrase ^'original sin," and that because of the uiflferent 
meanings attached by different persons, and at different times to the 
phrase. The propriety of so doin^, in a discussion where it was diffi- 
cult to express his ideas with precision, he says common sense would 
. suggest, and he therefore refuses to inquire what is the precise shade 
of meaning, to be attached to the phrase. And yet this the Presby- 
tery have interpreted into a denial of the doctrine of ori^nal sin, ex- 
pressing their censure because of the effect it may have upon weak 
and unthinking persons! (The reader may consult page 17 of Mr. 
Williamson's "Extracts.") By no correct interpretation of language 
can Mr. Diuffield be convicted of a denial of original sin. It is true 
he does not care about stating what he understands by the phrase, and 
shows how the Scotch Church used it in different senses, and how it 
is differently used even in our standards. And this is the Presbytery's 
proof of heresy on that point! ! ! Do they not know that the Catechism 
itself is equivocal? and that Presbyterian ministers are not agreed 
whether the guilt of Adam's first sin, and the want of original righte- 
ousness, form parts of original sin? Or whether it is only the corrup- 
tion of the whole nature that is "commonly called original sin?" The 
grammatical construction of the Answer to the 18th Question of the 
Shorter Catechism favours this last idea. The truth is, that this has 
been a matter of dispute among old Theologians, as Mr. Duffield's 
quotations from Rivet proves. But no one ever dreamt, till the com- 
mittee did, that if a man declined to enter into these disputes, and 
settle the precise meaning of the phrase, it was proof that he denied 
original sin. Had the author of the review been a little more exten- 
sively read in Theology, he would never have hazarded such an as- 
sertion as the following: "it is believed to be generally understood 
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with as much precision as most other Theological terms and phrases.'' 
Such believing is no ailment, and he that does so must be very credu- 
lous indeed. Certainly he could not have made such a mistake, if he 
had- read with care nothing more than the first article in the Biblical 
Repertory, for October 1830, where the Princeton doctors exhibit the 
discussions of the angelical Doctor St. Thomas Aquinas and others on 
this subject. Voa exemplaria — noctuma versate manvjversate diumcu 
6. Mr. Duffield denies that the susceptibilities of our nature— -our 
passions and affections, i. e. our capacities to love, desire, hope, fear, 
6LC. are in themselves sinful^ anterior to and irrespective of the objects 
that excite them. But this is not a denial of original sin. If the 
Presbytery say it is, Mr. Duffield stands condemned with Calvin, and 
a host of other divines, and the Presbytery stands convicted, notwith- 
standing their denial, of maintaining the monstrously absurd and 
mischievous doctrine of physical depravity. 

•'Hencpi therefore, (says Calvin) let us leam that the passions an^ affectionsf 
by which we are natiirally (a natura, by nature) led and excited, are not in ihem^ 

9CkcS SVZI, BUT TKTD TO VIBTUX.''* 

Calvin speaks more pointedly than Mr. Duffield, saying that our pas- 
sions and affections tend to virtue; yet did not this admission on his 
part convict him of denying original sin. Mr. Duffield says, that they 
tend to sin, or that there is a propensity to sin in man's nature, as he is 
bom into the worlds adopting Edwards' own definition of this term, 
given in the very commencement of his treatise on original sin, as 
meaning ^'sorne stated prevalence or prepond oration in the nature, or 
state otcanses or occasions, that is followed by^ and so proves to be 
effectual to a stated prevalence or commonness of any particular kind 
of effect Or sometning in the permanent state of thin^ concerned in 
bringing a certun sort of event to pass, which is the foundation for 
the constancy, or strongly prevailing probability of such an event." 
Edw. Works, Vol, vii. p. 145. The intelligent reader can perceive 
how false and slanderous have been the charges circulated against Mr. 
Duffield in relation to hi^ denial of oridnal sm, and out of what they 
have grown, viz: out of sentiments which he holds in common with 
*'the orthodox writers of note referred to," who have more explicitly 
than any others, unfolded their views on this subject. 

In addition to the remarks just made, we extract the following from 
Mr. Duffield's complaint to Synod. 

«The Presbytery say that sin is inherent in the soul: but this the standards do 
not say. Have I taught heresy because I will not express myself in their terms, 
which are to be found neither in the Bible, nor in the standards, nor in any mo- 
dem Orthodox divine's writing who expresses himself with perspicuity?" 

**The Presbytery say that I have misrepresented Owen, and a host of other 
worthy divines in saying, that they taught the doctrine of physical depravity, 
which doctrine the Presbytery unequivocally deny. Have I committed 
heresy in so doing, and am I to be ecclesiastically censured for quoting and com- 
mttn.ting on their laiiguage which seems at least to convey, this idea ?" Is this con- 
trary to the standards? t I have yet to be shown the clause that makes it heresy." 

* Hinc igitu^ discamus passiones et affectiones, quibus a natura ducimur, et 
commovemur, non esse per m malas, sed ad virtutem tendere. Homil. J. Caf. in 1. 
Lib. Sam, 38. p. 162. 
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'ThePresbjrterv ftlflo represent me as discarding^ innate depravity derived from 
Adam. Thp standards contun no such language. Am I to be censured because 
I will not use it? I believe and teach the doctrine of entire corruption derived 
from Adam, and conveyed to us by natural generation, and there is nothing in 
the book which contradicts it." * ' 

*The Presbytery represent me as denying Original Sim This is not correct. 
I have shown the different ideas which have been attached to this phrase, and 
the different senses in which it occurs in our own standards, and judged it prudent 
to use terms not so variously explained. Have I violated the standards in so do- 
ing? Am I a heretic because I did not express myself in the ipsiasimis verbis 
which the Presbytery would dictate? I have yet to learn that they are the stand- 
ards of orthodoxy.** 

** The Presbytery represent me as denjring that there can be no sin inherentin 
the soul, which is the proper cause of moral action. The standards speak not 
thus unintelligibly. Am I to be condemned for refusing my assent to propositions 
which actually convey no ideas to the mind? I know that Eve sinned^ and Adam 
sinned by eating the lorbidden fruit, which was an immoral action; but I have yet 
to learn that sin inhered in the soul of either previously. ** 



ARTICLE vn. 



^'Infants have no moral ehardeter. They are neither sinful nor holy. They 
are not under the government of law. They are not above the level of the 
mere animal, and share in common with the dnimalt only the providential care of 
God.**— ^a:irfl€/«, pp. 15, 16. 

We extract the following from Mr. Duffield's complaint to Sjnod. 

**The Presbytery represent me as denying that infants are 'under the govern- 
ment of law,* as though they were not included as parts in the greitt moral con- 
stitution which God has ordained for our race. This is not correct. I have de- 
nied that infants are under the actual government of law, meaning as the con- 
text shows, their intellectual capacities are not yet sufficiently developed to make 
the law as a matter of £ict, have any more direct bearing on their^voluntary con- 
duct than it has on animals destitute of such capacity. This is a very different 
idea. Yet to g^ve the semblance of truth to their aUegation, the Presbytery have 
omitted the Yford acttuil, the main qualifying word in the sentence.** 

•*The Presbytery have condemned my exposition, of Psalm li. 5, and other 
texts of Scripture. Is this heresy? The General Assembly have decided tbat 
the Scripture proofs as cited to establish particular clauses of the Confession, are 
of no authority, very correctly refusing to make themselves responsible for the 
reasonings and inferences of those who first appended them — or to require their 
members to do so.** 

**The Presbytery have charged me with 'setting aside all the collateral doc- 
trines of the covenant of ^ce — such as that of Christ's being the second Adam, 
the head and representative of his people; of his acting in their behalf; of the 
imputation of their sins to him, and of his righteousness to them; and of their be- 
ing justified b^ his righteousness, and not by their own personal righteousness.' 
Thi^ at least, is constructive heresy. The Presbytery have been very eager in 
inferring heresy on subjects which have not been brought into view* And tbdr 
inferences are perfect non seqiritors, as we could show were we engaged In a 
Theological discussion.'* 
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The whole of the Presbytery's mistake on this point arises from the 
circumstances of their not understanding the word character in its pro- 
per and obvious acceptation. Character is the result of acts — acts are 
the indices or marks of personal qualities. And accordingly the 
word, as used in common sense parlance, having lost its primary and 
literal signification, means as it is defined in Lexicons, ^^an acxsount 
of any thmg as good or bad." Thus we say a man is of good charac* 
ter, meaning that his conduct is such as to show him to be influenced 
by principles, good or bad. When, therefore, Mr. Duffield denies 
that infants have moral character, he does not deny that they are pos- 
sessed of capacities or powers, which, when drawn forth in exercises 
will be made known by acts that are either deserving of praise or dis- 
praise. He admits that infants are moral beings, made by their ^reat 
Creator to be governed by law. But he denies thaCt while infants, 
those capacities or powers have been so far developed, as that the ac- 
tions of the infant are influenced by law, and can be either blamed, or 
praised. He does not, as the Presbytery say he does, deny "the mor- 
ral character of childreru^^ He is talking of infants, not of children, 
a term which commonly denotes those whose powers are more matured. 
Why Mr. Duffield has been thus treated with injustice, by the com- 
mittee's substituting such an equivocal term as children for infants, 
it is for the writer of the review to answer. He must stand convicted 
of a want of discrimination, or something worse. What parent is 
there that looks upon his little babe, before even it can discern the 
objects around it, as the object of blame or praise, which it must be, 
if personally considered, it is said to possess a moral character. It is 
possessed oi capacities of intelligence, which when develop^, will se- 
cure those acts which shall constitute its inteUectmd character. But 
until such developments and acts take place, it has no intellectual 
character. Who is there that talks about the intellectttal character of 
an infant, or of the babe unborn? Yet to deny that the infant, 
personally considered, possesses intellectual chakacter, is not to 
deny that it is an intelligent being, a creature endowed with 
capacities of intelligence. Iii like manner to deny, that the infant 
possesses moral character, is not to deny that it is a moral being, or 
possessed with capacities which are adapted to moral actions,*^*- 
powers of moral agency. Of course all the Presbytery's reasoning, 
and all the objections of others about the infants being degraded to the 
level of the brute, because for the time being it shares in common with 
the brute, the simple providential care of God, are to no purpose. 



ARTICLE vni. 



"The inability. of sinners to believl', repent, &c. is wholly that of the 
will. We are not to believe there is any such depravity of nature propaga- 
ted from Adam to hisposterity, that man oannot believe, repent, or perform other 
holy exercises, till by regeneration there is communicated some new principle 
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or power of actioivto the mlnditselfy by the Holy Ghost, so curing the deprava- 
tion of his faculties. "-^JBa;/rac^«, p. 18. 

Here the Presbytery teach that, **by regeneration there is commu- 
nicated some new principle or power of action to the mind itself, liy 
the Holy Ghost, so curing the depravation of its faculties J^ What 
this means, we are at a loss to know. If it means any thing, it must 
be that the capacities of man's intellectual and moral nature, are not 
fitted for those exercises which the law of God requires. If this is the 
meaning, then all moral agency and accountability are destroyed. The 
ox is under no obligations to reason, nor the ass .to speak, because 
they have no capacities fitted for such exercises. But man is under 
obligation to believe and repent in relation to God's testimony, and his 
ungiatefttl and rebellious conduct towards the kindest and best of be- 
ings. And why? Because he has a mind, capable of thinking:, reflect- 
ing, and understanding matters communicated by a credible witness. 
He has a heart or a soul susceptible of the feelings of regret^ remorse, 
sorrow^ love, &c. The same powers of mind or capacities for thought 
which arc exercised when a child believes its father, are exercised when 
a sinner believes God. The same natural capacities for sorrow and 
love, which are exercised when the child repents of the wrong done 
to its parents, are exercised when the sinner repents pf his sin against 
God. Were he destitute of these, there could be no obligation to be- 
lieve and repent, and ministers with as much reason might call upon 
the ox, or the statue, as upon the sinner, to believe and repent. The 
possession of these natural capacities which lie at the very foundation 
of moral agency, and without which there can be no such thing, in 
common with Edwards, Smallie, Bellamy, the New England divines 
generally, Fuller, Howe, Twisse and others, Mr. Dumeld calls the 
sinner's natural ability, or capacity of nature, or constitution to believe 
or repent. Why tbie sinner does not exercise them thus, is another 

3uestion. • This, Mr. Duffield says, is because he does not choose to 
so. Why he does not choose to do so, is because there are not suf- 
ficiently efficacious motives present to his mind to influence him to do 
so, because the considerations or motives presented are coupteracted 
by the prevalent temper, or state of mind and heart, viz: love for the 
world— dislike of God and holiness. In the sinner's mind if left to him- 
sclf-r-as he yields hiihself to the exciting influence of sinful objects, and 
loves, chooses, and follows after what God has forbidden,-^no motives 
or considerations would originate, that would ma^e him consent to re- 
nounce, and choose in their place God and holiness. For these motives 
he is dependent on the grace of God's Spirit, and while uninfluenced and 
unaffected by such — unexcited and undetermined by truth counteract- 
ing the fixedi choice and preferences of the heart, be is said, in the or- 
dinary use of language, to be unable. This is moral inability. Thus 
a man testifies to us a fact, but we doubt his credibility^— suspect he 
does not speak the truth. In this state of mind, it is morally impossi- 
ble to believe. what he says. The exercise oiF mind called forth is 
incompatible with it6 existing state of unbelief which is not 
counteracted by evidence. Another reproaches us with the wrong 
we have done, and calls upon us to repent. But we believe we have 
done right. And this state of mind must inevitably prove permanent, 
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eternal, if nothing is done to counteract it: that is to bring us to see that 
our conduct has been wrong. For this external influence—- an influence 
indispensably necessary in the very nature of things, and which never 
to all eternity, would originate with ourselves, we are indebted to the 
grace of the Spirit of God v so that while Mr. Duffield maintains the 
ability of the sinner to believe and repent, so as not in the least* de- 
gree to impair his moral agency, he teaches his dependence on divine 
grace, so as to make eyerjr repenting rebel see and feel, that for his 
turning unto God, while in itself it is a most voluntary thing, he is 
wholly indebted to. the marvellous and condescending grace of God. 

We have preferred the mpde of e:^hibiting Mr. Duffield's views of 
the sinner's ability to believe and repent, to any direct notice of the 
Presbytery's false allegations because they will be obvious, and com- 
mend themselves at once to the judgment of common sense. And no 
sooner shall they be fairly and fully understood, than the clouds and 
darkness in which this subject is enwrapped by the old mystic school 
of Theologians, will entirety disappear, and our standards be seen to 
teach no other doctrine on the subject, than that of common sense, 
which iB in exact accordance with the sacred Scriptures. 

The reader will perceive bow consistently, and with what a good 
conscience, notwithstanding all the unchristian flings about perjury 
and denying the standards, &c. Mr. Duffield can saj, that through 
^Hhe want of original righteousness^ and the corruption of his whole 
nature^ the unrenewed sinner is utterly indisposed^ disabled^ and made 
opposite to all that is good^ that he is dead in sin^ is not able to eon." 
vert himself J or prepare himself thereunto*^ agreeably to the Confession 
of Faith, Chap. IX. Sec. 3. and Lar. Cat Ques. 25. All this Mr. 
Duffield can truly, say, and intelligibly, agreeably, to his views of human 
ability, and yet never make the impression on the mind of the impen- 
itent sinner, which the late Moderator of the Synod of Philadelphia 
confessed the Old School divines often did, viz. that his obligation or 
accountability had been impaired or destroyed by. the fall. 

The reader will also perceive how utterly fallacious is the statement 
of Presbytery, who represent Mr. Duffield as teaching that the sin- 
ner has ^ Hhe same power to believe and repent to the saving of the 
soul, as he has to rise up and walk." (Extracts page 19.) There is 
nothing like such a sentiment in Mr. Duffield^s book, nor can the in- 
ference be fairly drawn from the passage \yhich the reviewer has quot- 
ed from page 542. 

And still further it will be readily pferceived by the reader how 
justly Mr.Duffield reprobates that mode of representing the sinner's 
inability, which would make the impression that the Moderator confess- 
ed it actually had made on the minds pf impenitent persons, viz. that 
it was all in vain for them to attempt it— was presumptuous to imagine 
it — they niust be forbidden to attempt it in their own strength as the 
Christam Advocate decides, who "is perfectly consistent with the 
orthodox doctrine," till some infused something has been put into the 
**mind itself by the Holy Ghost, so curing (as the reviewer after 
Owen says) the "depravation of its faculties..'* 
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ARllGLE IX. 



** Reg€neratioii» which is the commencement of R>iritiial life* consists 
in a voluntary ad of faith, under the influence of moral suasion only. The 
soul is aetivef not pasaive in regeneration. There is no almighty efficient agency 
of the Holy Spint on the soul effecting this change, and producing in the soul a 
iKdy principle, or 'anew spirit creat^' in it, which becomes the proper eauae 
of exercises which may be called holy. 

It is true, the author does frequenUy speak of a direct, immediate, and iupemO' 
tural, influence of the Spirit of God in regeneration. But this is solely mora/ tua- 
iion and providential arrangement of circumstances. This too, it is evident from 
the whole tenor of what is aflirmed, as well as what is denied on the subject, is 
direct, as it tends to this end; it is immediate, not in the strictly proper sense of 
this term, but present at the time; and supernatural, as it is greater in degree^ not 
d|(^!!r«n< in its nature fit>mhunum influence. ''-""J^x^roc^*, pp. 20, 21. 

We make the foUowiDg extract from Mr. JDu field's complaint in 
reference to this article of the Review. 

The Presbytery represent me as teaching that Regeneration consists in a volun- 
tary act of Faith. This is not correct. The child commences its life in this 
world by breathing and crying, and these are the first acts of the little being just 
bora into the woild. Who will say that its birth consists in its breathing and 
crying? That consists in its transition from the womb to the world. Yet the 
Presbytery have attributed as great an absurdity to me. The new born soul 
commences its life by believing and repenting. So saith the Scriptures. "He 
that believeth hath everlasting life." Who wiU say that Regfeneration consists ui 
Ml act of faitti as the Presbytery have misrepresented me? That consists in the 
transiticm, in the man's passing from death unto life. 

"The Presbytery represent me as advancing heretical notions, because I teach 
the moral suasion of the Spirit, or that it is by the truth through the word, the 
Spirit regenerates. This question the General Assembly has long since decided, 
and if the Presbytery when hunting for precedents had attended to the judicious 
remarks of the Assembly in 1824, penned as I have been informed by one whose 
name was quoted as authority in another matter in the Presbytery, they might have 
escaped fkim the censure justly due to them for their disrespect of the decision 
of tne supreme judicature of the Church. 

'*They appear to have thought (it is precisely the fact in relation to the Carlisle 
''Presbytery) that a denial of immediate agency, was a denial of all recU agency. 
"It deserves especial regard here, that our Confession takes no notice of these nice 
"distinctions, about the mode in which the Holy Spirit operates. It usually men- 
'Hions the word and the Spirit together and the former as the instrument of tiie 
"latter." (Min. 1824. p. 221.) 

"The Presb3rtery have represented me as teaching that the supernatural influ- 
ence of the Spirit consists only in the greater degree of that influence. This is 
not correct. There is not a shadow of pretext for such a declaration in any pas- 
sage of the book." 

•*The Presbytery represent me as teaching that the •'special direct agency of 
the Spirit superadded to his objective striving^, is nothing more than an orroii^e- 
ment of providential areumstanees, which produce a certain mood of mind, and 
Uien the truth is presented, which rouses into action the natural capacities and 
feelings of the soul (just as they are bynature^) and Xhisis the wnouk work ascribed 
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to the Spirit in Regeneration." Tikis is altogether incorrect: and hov the Presby- 
tery could have so misrepresented the doctrines of the book I cannot conceive. 
For on the very next page from which they have made extracts occurs the fol- 
lowing. ''We freely admit that the Almighty Spirit, which formed us at first, is 
able to rouse our different capacities into action, in some way peculiar to himself 
so as to procure exactly the result He designs." (p. 485.) And this is said as being 
over and above all that which the Presbytery represent as being all the work as- 
cribed to the Spirit in Regeneriation." — FhiUidelphiant Nov, 22, 1832, 

The account of the Spirit's agency in the work of Regeneration as 
taught by Mr.Duffield wliich is given on page 22 of the "Extracts/' 
will be seen by every intelligent reader to be actually slanderous. 

The Presbytery do not distinguish between mere moral suasion, 
the influence which one man by argument and appeals, &c. has upon 
another, and the moral suasion of the Spirit, the influence which the 
Spirit of God exerts by the truth 5 ana therefore all they say about 
Mr. Dufiield's teaching that "spiritual life consists in a voluntary act 
of faith under the influence of moral suasion only" is foreign to the 
purpose. No such sentiment is to be found in the book. The quota- 
tions of Presbytery from pages 204, 197, 202 and 489, all prove either 
that he that believes is born again, or that he that is born again begins 
spiritually to live, or that faith is a voluntary exercise— three things 
which no man who will not risk his reputation for intelligence or or- 
thodoxy will dare to deny. 

Mr. Duffield denies that Regeneration is a physical change, or is pro- 
duced by the physical efficiency of the Spirit of God, and he has 
quoted and animadverted on the language of some old Calvinistic wri- 
ters on this subject, as teaching this idea. The Presbytery will not 
dare to maintain it. Scarcely a minister in the Presbyterian Church 
would acknowledge that he held it, yet because the ^'Calvinistic wri- 
ters who have always been accounted orthodox on this subject" have 
spoken in such way as to make the impression that they taught a phy- 
sical Regeneration, and Mr. Duffield has noticed it, he must be cen- 
sured for his temerity. How daring iji him to oppQse the doctriue of 
''Owen, and Turretim, and Witsius, and Charnock, and Boston, and 
all others of the same school!!" Unfortunately for the reviewer he 
has classed Edwards with this school of divines— ^ wonderful mistake 
indeed— when every one who knows any thing about New England 
Theoloey, so much slandered and so little understood in this region, 
knows niat Edwards is the great master spirit, in whose peculiar ex- 
positions of Calvinistic doctrine originated that Theology I The quo- 
tations from pages 204, 5, 6, 10, 12, 26, on page 23 of die ''Extracts" 
all relate to the doctrine^of physical regeneration as taught by some 
old Calvinistic writers, and whatever Presbytery may say, or however 
the reviewer may whine out his complaints against Mr. Duffield for 
doing it, Owen who stands at the head of the whole class, stands con- 
victed from his own mouth of teaching the doctrine of a physical re- 
^neration. He would not have thanked the reviewer for denying 
it. Lfei him speak for himself. "There is a "reaf phtsical t^orA:, 
whereby he infusjdh a eracious principle of spiritual life, into all that 
arc effectually cotivertea, and really regenerated." (Owen on Spirit, 
vol. 1, p. 476.) 
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The doctrine which Mr. Duffield teaches is that the Spirit of God 
employs truth as the means of that efficacious influence bj which He 
subdues the^inner, and changes the heart from enmity to love. Thi» 
is the doctrine of the Catechism. f*The Spirit of God maketh the 
reading, but especially the preaching of the word, an effectual means 
of convincing and converting sinners," Short. Cat. Ques. 89. This 
too is the doctrine of Calvin. 

*'For neither the efficacy of the Spirit is to be separated from the 
preaching of the Gospel as Paul very clearly shows." * 

** God therefore so works in his servants, that they do nothing ex- 
cept as they are determined by his Spirit, and yet at the same time 
they have need of his doctrine that exhortations may never be in vain 
to them. Profane men think that there would be no use of doc- 
trine, and that all exhortations are frivolous, if God, when he act- 
uates us by his Spirit, not only begins, but continues and perfects his 
own work. But the scripture shows very well, that these two things 
are mutually accordant, viz: that God confirms us by his Spirit, and 
renders us invincible, but meanwhile imparts a virtue to his exhorta- 
tions and causes, that with us they exert a vigorous influence and prove 
efficacious, "t 

What the Presbytery say relative to the principles of mental science, 
evidently implied in the answer to the question. What is effectual 
calling, and of which Mr. Duffield speaks, it is scarcely necessary to 
observe, that according to the metaphysical system of old divines, 
the human mind was not regarded as a simple unit, one spiritual es- 
sence possessing a power of acting and of being excited according to 
ever changing circumstances and objects ; but as endowed with certain 
distinct and separate faculties, such as understanding, will, and affect- 
ions ;.and these faculties as integral parts of the mind itself were re- 
gardc!d as weakened, deteriorated, and deprived of that elasticity or 
power of vigorous action which originally characterised man. The 
quotations which Mr. Duffield has made from Owen, show that this was 
his view of the human mind. **The whole rational soul of man 
(says Dr. Owen) is weakened, vitiated in all its-facuhiea, and all 
their operations, about their proper and natural objects." ^pa^319.) 
(Owen on Spi. vol. 1. p. 391.) Who does not see that this is whol- 
ly metaphysical philosophy ? Adherence to the standards does not 
require us to adopt and maintain such views about the constitution of 
the human mind. We may have our ideas as to what the understand- 
ing, tiie will and the affections are, and differ from those entertained 

* Nee enim Spiritus efficacia & praedicatione Evan^ln separanda est quemad- 
modum prseclare ostendit Paulus, J. 6alrin, 2 Cor. iii, 6. 

t Deu8 ergo ita operatur in servis suis, ut nihil agant nisi quatenus regantuf 
ejus Spiritu; et tamen opus simul habent ejus doctrina, ut nunquam exhortationes 
mntUlis supervaeux. Profani homines existimant nullum fore usum doctrinae, 
et omnes exhortationes esse frivolas, si Dens ubi Spiritu suo nos agit, non solum 
incipit, sed continuat et perficit opus suum. ' Verum Scriptura ostendit optime 
haec duo inter se gradare, nerope quod Deus nos spiritu suo confirmat et reddit 
invictos, interea autem inspirat virtutem suis exhortationibus, et facit ut apud nos 
yigant et sint efficaces. Prxlect Jo, Galy. in Ezek. p. 26. To the same purport 
is his comment on 1 Thess. 1, 5. 
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by divines of former centuriea when mental science ivas Utile studied, 
•while at thesame timewebelieveunhesitatindy in a spiritnal illumina- 
tion or * * enlightening our minds in the knowledge of Christ, — ^in *[re- 
newing our iimls" or changing the heart-s choice or preference entire- 
lj,--4ind in the exciting influence of spiritual objects or truths upon the 
susceptibilities or affections so as to "persuade and enable us to em- 
brace Jesus Christ freely offered to us in the gospel." The Confes- 
sion only claims our respect, as.it is a confession oi faith. As for its 
philosophy it has no binding authority. The distinction between the 
philosophical views involved in certain expressions and phrases, and 
the matters of fact set forth by them, is very obvious, and cannot fail 
to show the utter fallacy of the Presbytery's reasoning on the subject, 
as though by distiuguisning between the philosophy and the matters of 
fact set forth in the Confession we maintained that *' each individual 
may judge for himself how much is metaphysical or philosophical, 
which he must be at perfect liberty to reject, and also at the same time 
to adopt any opposite views he may choose, without subje<?ting himself 
to censure for bis errors." A sublime non aequiturl 



ARTICLE X. 



** By eleeHon in the sacred Scriptures is meant nothing eke than the actual eon." 
version of men to God." 

• * The distinction, however, between election and predestination, as here drawn, 
ii not Scriptural^ nor in accoixlance with our standards/' — Extracts, p. 25. 

On the subject of election which the Presbytery have charged 
Mr. Duffield with denying, we extract the following from his com- 
plaint to Synod. 
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The Presbytery represent me as denying the doctrine of election, and the lan- 
guage which they quote, if viewed out of ^e connexion in which it stands, has 
somewhat of that appearance. But when the context is consulted, it will be 
found that I am actually endeavoring in a plain common sense argument to prove 
and CQnfinn the doctrine of election, from a fact that none will deny, viz: that 
election, as seen and spoken of in respect to its substantial results, is the actual 
selection of a certain portion of men from the great mass, by their being made, 
the subjects of a new species of life. And in pressing the argument, such lan- 
guage as the following occurs. ' No fact can be more distinctly stated than this 
of God's sovereign wul determining the spiritual life, or existence of the believer. 
' Of his own will beg^t he us,' who were born not of blood, nor of the will of 
the flesh, nor of the will of man, but of God! This is election, and it is impossi- 
ble for any man to deny the fact that believers are indeed elected of God, who 
admits that they have received influences, and are brought to actions and enjoy- 
ments differing essentially from unregenerate sinners." 

'< The Presbytery accuse me of making a distinction between predestination 
and election. In this I ofiend along with the standards and the Apostle Paul. — 
The larger Catechism says in answer to Question 13, that God by a decree hath 
eliBCted. The Shorter Catechism, Question 7, says that the decrees of God are his 
eternal purpose. And the Apostle Paul talks of the Ephesian Christians having 
been chosen or elected, and tiiat, as they had htenprMeetvnatedto the adoption 
of children."--PAt7afe/j9A*a«, Nw, 22, 1822. 
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ARTICLE tl. 



<* The human nature of Jesus Christ possessed no personal characteristic holi* 
ness, irrespective of, or previous to, his moral acts and exercises." — Extrads, 
p. 26. 

The following is also from Mr. Duffield's complaint. 

«The Preshyterj represent me as teaching that the l^uman nature of Christ 
was not formed free of any physical defect or derangement . This is not the fact.— 
Such an idea cannot be lawfully inferred from any thing in my book. Assuming 
this falsity, and defining physical defect to mean innate depravity, and so put- 
ting these things together, they leave the reader to infer I know not what fright- 
ful and monstrous notions with regard to the human nature of Christ. Of such 
treatment I compkun as unbrotherly and cruel in the highest degree.^ 

** The Presbyteiy represent me as teaching that * Jesus possessed no poative 
hotiness of chaiucter more than other infants till he acquired it by voluntary acts 
and exercises/ To the truth or falsity of this, I can make no reply, for I find 
myself utterly at a loss to attach any idea to, or know what is meant by the phrase 
*pontive holiness of character.' I know of no negative holiness, and therefore 
cannot divine what is meant by positive holiness. 

** The Presbytery also represent me as teaching that the infant, Jesus, was on- 
ly ceremonially holy. Here too I am at a loss. If to teach that the possession of 
the Holy Spirit, and that^without measure, contributed to the holiness of ourXord 
Jesus Christ, renders me guilty of this charge, then am I guilty along with the 
Angel that announced to Maiy the miraculous conception.'' — Pkiladdphian^ 
Nof>. 22. 

We have only to add^ that the use of the phrase ceremoniallj holj,' 
is peculiarly unfortunate. The Saviour does unquestionably speak of 
ceremonial holiness when he sajs **for their sakes, I sanctify myself.'* 
Johnxvii. 19. The Angel speaks of the human nature of Christ as 
**an holy thins." Undoubtedly there is a reason for such a peculiar 
expression. 'Will it be said that a thing and a person are both holy in the 
same sense ? But the reviewer has been guilty of what we do not wish 
to name, in the manner in which he has sought to excite an alarm, and 
operate upon the sensibilities of Christians, in relation to Mr. Duffield's 
views about the holiness of the human nature of Christ. He ha^ sup- 
pressed the explanatory words which completed the sentence he had 
extracted from page 353, and in which Mr. Duffield makes the holi- 
ness of the human nature of Chirst, to consist ' ^ in those graces or 
virtikous affections appropriate to the nature of man, and denominated 
in the renewed sinner • tne fruits of the Spirit.' " Where is tlie can- 
dour, to say notliing else» of such a transaction P 



ARTICLE xn. 

** The author speaks unguardedly and erroneously on being filled with the 
Spirit, in chapter 31."— JE^x^me^, p. 27. 
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Of all parts of the review, the Presbytery's comments under this 
head are the most extraordinary, and admit of the least ground for 
apolosy. The object of the reviewer plainly is, to make the impres- 
sion that Mr. Duffield inculcated the obligation of Christians to ex- 
ercise miraculous gifts and possess the spirit of inspiration. There is 
not the least shadow of ground for such a representation. And when 
the reviewer quotes from Mr. Duffield expressly to exhibit what he 
would lead the reader to believe to be his false and monstrous doctrine 
on the subject, he again stops short in a sentence, and refuses to quote 
the very words by which Mr. Duffield expressly designed to explain 
his whole meaning on the subject of being ^//e^Z with the Spirit, His 
words are "our spirits are appropriately and fully excited by the Spirit 
of God through the instrumentality of his own truth, as apprehended 
and cordially believed by us." page 5ST. Whatever the Presbytery 
may say to the contrary, it is tne duty of ministers to be filled with 
the Spirit. Paul enjoined and expected it in Christians, as certainly as 
that tney would not be drunk with wine wherein is excess. Ephesians, 
V. 18. The remarks in Mr. Duffield's complaint are to the point. 

** finally, the Presbytery charge me with speaking unguardedly and erroneous- 
ly in saying that we must be filled with the Spirit — and that it is the guilt of minister* 
and people that they are not filled with the Spirit as were the Apostles, who had 
an absorbing zeal and deep impression of the truth.* To this charge I plead guil- 
ty, and would sooner be condemned by Presbyteries and Synods, than in the 
least degree impugn the obligation which the Apostle Paul presses on the whole 
Christian church, to be filled \wth the Spirit I have not taught that we are to 
possess miraculous gifls, but I doSteach, that we, as ministers of Christ, are bound 
by every solemn consideration to be filled with the Spirit — to have an all ab- 
sorbing zeal, and deep, powerfully influential impressions of the truth — ^yea, and 
that we are not fit for our Master's work— degrade our calling, and betray our 
trust, and contribute to the ruin of souls if we have not I read of the Apostles 
after they escaped from the Sanhedrim, that * they were all filled with the Holy 
Ghost and spoke the word of God with boldness.' Acts iv. 31. And of the disci- 
ples at Iconium that they * were filled with joy and with the Holy Ghost.' Acts, 
xiii 52. Of Barnabas and of the seven deacons who were full of faith and the 
Holy Ghost — and the great Apostle of the Gentiles urged it on the converts from 
among the heathen to be filled with the Spirit, and to live in the spirit, and to walk 
in the Spirit, and should deem myself reprehensible, and unfaithful to my trust did 
I not teach and press the obligations that attach to all in this matter, and which 
cannot be neglected without incurring guilt. That my co-presbyte» censure me 
for this thing, I deeply regret, and pray God, that we may all know and under- 
stand this matter from our own blessed experience, much better than any of us at 
present do." — Philadelphian, Niw. 22, 

We shall dismiss the review after we have noticed one more re- 
mark, vtrhich occurs in the conclusion, viz: 

*' That although the work sometimes professes to set all philosophy aside, and 
to adhere simply to scripture and facts, yet does the author range through every 
department of natural science; and it is evident his philosophy respecting the na- 
ture of life runs through the greater part of the work, and gives character to it "— 
Extracts^ p. 28. 

From this it is obvious that the reviewer attaches a very vague idea 
to the word philosophy. If by philosophy is meant science, as the 
reviewer evidently understands it, it is true Mr. Duffield is guilty of 
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the charge. His whole work professedly starts out with the design of 
giving a close and accurate attention to facts or the philosophy of na- 
tare, that is, things as they are found and establisHed by the constitu- 
tion of God, as the quotation from Bacon on the title page shows. In 
this sense Mr. Duffield's work does contain philosophy, but it is just 
as the Scriptures and nature around contain the same. This, howeyer, 
is not the sense in which he commonly uses the term, nor in which it 
is generally used. It is employed to denote that process of mind bj 
which we assign the treasons or causes of things, as they are found ex- 
isting and operating^ This is the philosophy Mr. Duflield. repudiates. 
He maintains that it has no legitimate office in the interpretation of 
Scriptural truth, or in the explanation of Scriptural facts. In the early 
period of his ministry he confesses that he did reason from effects to 
causes, and by the process of inductive philosophy, assumed the exis- 
tence of some created principle, or efficient cause variously denomi- 
nated, but deemed adequate to solve the phenomena of Regeneration. 
And this philosophy was mixed up with all his conceptions of the 
Scriptural lacts in the case, so that it was indeed often difficult to dis- 
criminate and separate between them. Thus for example, by this sort of 
philosophy men reason to the existence of some specific cause, or es- 
sence, or principle, which has controuliug power to produce all those 
phenomena we call life in ordinary parlance. Assuming the exis- 
tence of a principle so infused, it is then brought to bear upon the 
subject of regeneration or spiritual life, and thence arise all the dis- 
sertations about disposition, habit, principle, infused grace, implant- 
ed life, a holy taste, and the like, which nave been resorted to in ex- 
plaining a change of heart or the new birth. All this, Mr. Duffield 
sees to be beyond the record of the Bible. He finds the revelations 
of Scripture clear and bright, conducting with unerring step to a judg- 
ment of the mdral character of the acts and exercises and volitions 
of the- voluntary being ; but when attempting to go beyond or back 
of these things, he finds a chasm — not a word in the Bible about a 
principle of life, or the like, as the proximate cause of holy acts. 
When consulted as to their cause, however, he is directed by its uner- 
ring revelations, to the Spirit of God, whose influence is exerted 
through the truth, which is in its very nature adapted to induce the 
voluntary exercises of the rational being. He is proclaimed to be the 
great and adequate cause or author of the change we call Regenera- 
tion, or of all those relative appropriate characteristic actions in the in- 
dividual being, which we denominate spiritual life. Thence, therefore, 
he takes his definition of life, and from that definition excludes every 
thing like philosophy and theory, endeavoring to make it as plain and 
faithful an exhibition of things just as they are, as he can. Who then 
does not see the falsity and the wickedness of those who endeavour to 
make it appear that the repudiation of the philosophy which assigns a 
substantive principle of life as the proximate cause of holy acts, is the 
rejection of the doctrines of the gospel ? We can render no honor to 
the head or to the heart of the man that will thus identify and con- 
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found things as distinct afe dsy and night, and ring his changes oq a 
word, to opcnrate on the prejudices of the ignorant and unthinking, 
and endeavour to convict him. from his Yerj candour, of acknowledged 
heresj, and departure from the doctrines of the Confesuon of Faito. 

^ when some hypothecs absurd and Tain 
Has fiU'd with all its fumes a critic's braiii» 
The text, that sorts not with his darling whini» 
Thoiigh plain to others is oUcure to him* 
The will made subject to a lawless force, 
All is irregular and out of course; 
And judgment drunk, and brib'd to lose his way, 
Winks hard and talks of darkness at noon day. 

A critic on the sacred page should be 
Candid and leam% diapaagionaie Kndjreei 
Free from the wayward bias bigots feel. 
From fancy's influence and intemperate zeaL** 

Cewper^s Progress of £rror» lines 444—455 
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A number of the members of the Presbyterian congrega- 
tion of Carlisle, met, on the evening of the 13th of Decem- 
ber 1834, to hear the letter of the Rev. Mr. Duffield, in 
answer to the request contained in a letter which had 
been addressed to him, and to examine and consider the 
documents which were transmitted by Mr. DuflSeld in 
accordance with said request. 

On motion, A. Carothers Esq. was called to the Chair, 
and Ross Lamberton appointed Secretary. 

The letter of Mr. Duffield was read, and the meeting 
proceeded to consider the documents in relation to the tri- 
al of Mr. Duffield, whereupon it was 

Resolved, That in the opinion of this meeting, under 
the circumstances which have occurred since the investiga- 
tion, and trial of the charges against Mr. Duffield, it hae be- 
come proper and necessary, that a correct report of the 
whole trial should be published; 

And that Dr. John Creigh, James Loudon and Samuel 
Elliott be a committee to prepare such report, from the 
documents furnished, and now in possession oi this meeting, 
together with our letter to Mr. Duffield, and his reply, and 
to superintend said publicatio/j, « . 

Ar CAROTHERS, Chairman. 
Ross Lamberton, Secretary. 
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CARttiSLEy Nov. 31, 1634. 

Rev. Mr. Geo. Duffi«ld, 

Di&AR Sia: — We have understood 
that the pfoceedtngs instituted against you, before the Car- 
lisle Preakytery, for aHeged.^rrors in doctrine, hare been 
linally 1ern;iinated — and havin^g taken a lively interest in 
your hehsdf, during the pendency^ progress, andJn the de- 
teritiinailoa of the case, and understanding that you kept 
copies of' the various proceiedings, w« would thank you to 
furnish us with a copy of the whole, togethei^ with your de- 
fense before Presbytery, accompanied with such explatia- 
nations, as may be calculated to afford a correct understand- 
ing of the whole case. 

We feel emboldened to make this request, from. the rela- 
tion we sustain towards you,' as, personal friends and mem- 
Jbers of your spiritual charge. 

With sentiments of affection and respect w^ remain, 
Dear Sir Yiouc friends &e. 

Ross Lamberton, John Creigh, * 

Wm. C. Chambers, Andrew Carothers, 

John Halbert, Samuel Elliott, 

Thos. Trimble, James LouboN, 

W»i'. Craighead, sr, J acob Shrom, 

Thos. Carothers, Jacob Dooev, 

Samuel Woods. 

Carlisle, Nov. 27, 1S34, 

Gentlemen: — 

With this letter I forward the-documents you 
desire to see. I kept copies of all my protests and appeals, 
by which I sought to record my objections against the dif- 
ferent unconstitutional and irregular steps, as I believed, 
taken by the Presbytery of Carlisle during my trial. I pre- 
served also, a regular history or report of the transactions, 
taken in the form of notes at the time, by which any one, 



who was present, will be able to refresh his recollection^ 
sufficiently to understand the dififerent minutes, the reasons 
why, and occasions when they were adopted. I have kept 
these papers in retentis, merely, because I did not wish to 
agitate a subject, which, by the final decision of Presbytery, 
and the popular opinion so strongly and unequivocally ex- 
pressed, had been disposed of in a way so little injurious to 
me, and abtdally uiideritood by attentive observers as a vir- 
tual acquittal from every thing like guilt, requiring Or de. 
serving censure. The abover ste all at your service. 

You wikl perceive that although I was prbnooneed guilty 
by a constitutional majority; vihen the Presbytery came, in 
their final sentence to^ exipressy iiA ilrpright men, their Judg- 
ment of thb character of my declared guilt, it was none that 
required ceniure. A man malydifier from others in his o- 
pinion on diBerent philosophical and metaphysical points in 
Theology, and, in pojiular speech, may be said to be SfUiity 
of so doingj but to censere him for it, as though it were 
criminal so to differ, none but tyrants, and bigots, and perse- 
cutors are capable. 

You will perceive also, that such as was my declared guilt, 
I was pronounced **guilty,*^ by a mere moiety of the Pres- 
bytery — a constitutional majority indeed, but not more than 
one-third <of the court. As originally constituted, it num- 
bered thirty-six members in session, who were solemnly 
warned by the Moderator, that they were about to sit in 
their judicial capacity, and to assume individually the deep 
responsibility of acting as judges, in relation to charges al- 
leged against one of their number. In the verdict rendered, 
I was pronounced "guilty,'' by but twelve of the entire 
number, who solemnly assumed before God and man,, the 
responsibility of sitting in judgment in relation to me, — a 
large proportion having retired from the bench, some with, 
and some without, permission, before the trial was brought 
to a final issue. , 

You will further perceive that I was not accused of aiiy 
crime. The Presbytery «t a previous session, resolved to 
institute charges of hoklihg and propagating, '^certain er- 
roneou'S doctrines, either absurd in themselves (a charge by 
the way not against my moral character, but the sanity of 
my intellect) or contrary to the standards of our Church." 
These erroneous doctrines they did not call heresy, neither 
was there a solitary clause of the standards designated, which 
they were alleged to impugn. 



Nor was I actually accused by Presbytery of holding and 
propagating errour. Certain bald propositions were read 
to me, but it was not affirmed by Presbytery, either that 
they were heresy, or that I, at any specific time or place^ 
or in any specific words, had ever advanced or mamtained 
any one of them. 

Upon the reading of such an anomalous paper^ in «vhich 
there was no guilt charged, I was asked to say whether I 
was guilty or not guilty!!! It is essential to a libel or bill 
^f indictment, as every one knows, who is at all acquainted 
with the forms of justice in criminal matters, that it affirm 
as true or fact, in relation to a particular person or persons, 
that which it sets forth as criminal, or blameworthy, or re- 
quiring punishment or censure. This must be done under 
the solemn authority of Oath or affirmation, made by some 
one who declares the things stated to be fact<<; and this is 
necessary before the peace, comfort, reputation, property 
«nd safety of an individual can be put in jeopardy by his 
being put on trial. 

Before he can be required to plead guilty or not, common 
sense and justice require^ that he be distinctly and formally 
told what is his guilt, and accused of it This was not done 
in my case. As to what the Presbytery meant, or may 
have understood, it was impossible, or would have been 
wrong, and dangerous, for me to assume and conjecture. — 
I should have been distinctly and formally accused of the 
crime of her^^sy, before I could of right have been asked to 
plead guilty or not. 

In connection with this subject, you will perceive, that 
the Presbytery refused to name my accuser, or the source 
whence the information of guilt, alleged against me, had 
been derived. Our Book of Discipline provides, for two 
distinct forms of process against an individual, and pre- 
scribes specific rules to be observed in each case, and differ- 
ent in some particular respects. Crying fame, or public ru- 
mour, may accuse a minister of crime; or a crime, not gen- 
erally known, may be charged against him by one or more 
persons who have a knowledge of it, or are maliciously af- 
fected.' In the latter case the Book of Discipline says the 
Saviours rule, Matt. 18. 15, 16. must be adhered to. It is 
the best test of truth and right feeJing, to apply to a prosecu- 
tor. In the former case, it says this rule does not apply, 
but it is very careful to describe the character of that sort of 
•^general rumour" which can be admitted as an accuser by 



& church court. It states distinctly Ihat ^^the rumour must 
specify some particular sin or sins.'^ The prosecution^ 
it was said by Presbytery, was conducted **on the ground 
of common fame,^^ that is, if it meant any thing at all, the 
charges against me, were not alleged by individuals, but 
taken from the mouth of public rumour! Common faipe 
was Presbytery's informant, and my accuser. Of course if 
the prosecution was to be conducted at the instance of com- 
mon fame, it behooved the Presbytery to observe the rules 
applicable in the case, and to see to it, that it was such a 
**general rumour" as the Book of Discipline would recog- 
nise as an accuser. Beside other circumstances characteri^ 
tic of it, it must, as has just been noticed, specify some par»- 
ticular sin or sins. The question then was, whether com- 
mon fame accused me of heresy in this or the other respect. 
Did ''general rumour" charge me with teaching and propa- 
gating heresy? were the propositions read to me heresy, and 
the very heresies of which it accused me? If common fame, 
or '^general rumour" did not accuse me of heresy in this, or 
the other particular, or if the propositions read to me in the 
libel or bill of indictment, were net heresies, and each and 
€very one charged distinctly against me by ''general ru- 
mour," then the Presbytery, according to the constitution, 
had no right to jeopard my reputation, usefulness, ministe- 
rial comfort and existence, by putting me on trial. But the 
Presbytery did not affirm, that all or any one of the propo- 
sitions were heresy; neither did they affirm that common 
fame accused me of heresy at all; much less did they affirm 
that common fame charged on me, as the particular heresies 
which I held and advocated, either all, or any one of the 
propositions read to me. This was not the fact; but if it 
had been. Presbytery had never obtained, or enquired for 
the proof. The propositions were almost identical with 
those which the committee of Presbytery appointed to re- 
view my book, had reported, as being the views which they 
thought I inculcated in it Common fame never originated 
them. It was the Committee, of vvhich Rev. J. Williamson 
was chairman, that did. Whatever alterations were made 
in them, before they were pointed at me, after they had 
been directed against my book, were made by another Com- 
mittee of Presbytery, composed of Rev. Messrs. J. Wil- 
liams, J. Williamson and J. Sharon. 

The prosecution in fact was commenced at the instance 
of the Synod, who had no right to enjoin the Presbytery to 



institute process, and "the ground of comii^on fame*^ u'as 
taken, when, in discussing the report of the Committee to 
prepare charges, it was urged in argument, that the Com- 
mittee would be held responsible by me, to make good the 
charges. 

The propositions were not reported by the committee as 
charges of heresy which common fame made against me; 
but when the situation in which the Committee were placed 
as likely to be held responsible as accusers, wns discovered, 
the Presbytery altered both the report of that Committee, 
and the minutes of a former meeting, so as to make it ap- 
pear, that it was "on the ground of common fame,"— what- 
ever the Presbytery meant by these expressions— the prose- 
cution was commenced and conducted. I had a right to 
know, at whose instance Presbytery acted, and who was the 
informant and nfiy accuser, — whether common fame or in- 
dividuals — in order to make the defense which the Consti- 
tution allowed me to do. The neglect of Presbytery to name 
any alleged crimen and their refusal to endorse the paper 
read to me as the indictment, with the name of my accuser, 
when I distinctly, formally, and frequently asked them to 
do so, were in themselves, circumstances sufficient to excite 
my alarm, and to compel me, from considerations of per- 
sonal safety as well as of obligation, to adhere most rigidly, 
at every step to that admirable system of Government and 
Discipline adopted by our church, and exhibited in our 
Standards, and to record my dissent, and to protest against, 
and appeal from any and every deviation from its provisions 
in my case. If I was to be put on trial, and made to plead 
guihy or not, I must know distinctly and fully for what. 
If for heresy, I should have been so told, and so accused, 
and, moreover informed when, where, by whom, and in 
what specific respects. If common fame did not accuse me, 
and no individual member of Presbytery, or of my congre- 
gation would. Presbytery had no constitutional right to in- 
stitute process. If any of my opinions on Theological sub- 
jects were not heretical, and the Presbytery were unwilling 
to say they were, even though they might differ from those 
of some of the members of Presbytery, or of my congrega- 
tion, that difference gave them no right to put my reputation 
and usefulness in jeopardy. Of any opinions of mine merely 
philosophical, metaphysical, speculative or conjectural, 
which are not heretical and contrary to the Confession of 
Faith, Presbytery have no right of inquisition gi^ en them by 



the Constitution of our Church, To attempt to exorcise it 
would be a trespass on personal liberty and private rights. 
The above remarks are all I deem necessary in the way 
of ^^such explanations as may be calculated to afford a cor- 
rect understanding of the whole case." They will explain 
to you the reasons of one or two of my pleas preliminary to 
the main issue, and of those reiterated demands, which led 
certain members of Presbytery to accuse me of egregious 
trifling, and of refusing to put myself on trial. In giving 
them. Gentlemen, I wish you to understand that I do not 
impeach the Presbytery of any improper design* I have sub- 
mitted to their sentence, and bring no accusations against 
them. Whatever I think to have been wrong or injurious 
on the part of my co-presbyters, I cordially forgive, and 
seek to obliterate from my thoughts, so as not to embarrass 
my intercourse with those with whom I desire to be more 
and more actively engaged, in opposing the worst of all 
heresies, practical ungodliness on the part of professors of 
religion, and in endeavouring to win souls to Christ I feel 
no reluctance to preach for, and labour with any who pro- 
nounced me guilty, without naming my alleged crime, and 
thus, unintentionally as I think, affixed to me anopprobious 
epithet, whose meaning being left undefined, malice or en- 
vy may construe, as best suits their purp>ose. 

The Synod of Philadelphia, on the report of the Rev. W. 
Engles, Editor of the Presbyterian, without having heard 
the Presbytery's minutes read, declared that I had been 
^^constitutionally tried," and censured the Presbytery for 
the lenity of their sentence, and have thus in the exercise 
of their right to review the recordsy pronounced and pub- 
lished a judgment, from which I could not appeal, far more 
injurious to me, than that 'of the Presbytery in the case. — 
While its aim seems to be at the Presbytery, it is construct- 
ed in such a manner, as virtually to condemn and brand roe 
by name, and publish me abroad to the world as guilty of 
heresy, a crime which was never charged against me. 

Of the design of the Committees report, and the minute 
thus adopted by Synod, I do not speak. Its injurious op- 
eration I must meet and meekly endure, trusting only to 
the providence of God, to bring forth my righteousness as 
the light, and my judgment as the noon day. 

That you should in view of such a termination of my case, 
wish to refresh your recollection by a perusal of the entire 
documents, I am not therefore surprised. 



of my dcrense> delivored before Presbylery, I have no 
^opy, and I preserved no notes, except what will be found 
embodied in the appeals. The last contains the substance 
of what was submitted to the consideration of Presbytery. 
My comments on what was cited as evidence, and my reply 
to Mr. Kennedy's speech, who acted as a member of the 
committee to conduct the prosecution, together with many 
t>f the illustrations and remarks, vfere wholly extemporane- 
* ous, without premeditation, have never been reduced to wri- 

ting, and could not at this day be recalled. 

You will perceive that in my defense however, I took 
the ground that the sentiments advanced in my book and 
sermons, were not a departure from, but consistent with 
the standards. There was no proof adduced that the pas- 
sages cited by Mr. J. Williamson from both, contravened 
the standards. Not a particle even of this evidence ap- 
pears on the records of Presbytery. I have preserved a list 
of the pages as they wrere referred to, which you can examine 
at your leisure. No clause of the Confession of Faith was 
) cited, with denying or impugning which, I was charged. 

After the vote was taken, and I was pronounced guilty by 
one-third of the court as originally constituted, a motion was 
made to appoint a committee to draft a minute, expressive of 
the reasons of the Presbytery's decision, and to append to 
the propositions read to me as charges, such texts of scrip- 
ture, and passages of the Confession, as it might be judged 
I had eontradicted. But this was wo manifest a departure 
from the rules of justice and propriety, to be entertained 
by Presbytery. 

I take occasion in concluding this communication, to re- 
mark, th?t I have not changed my faith since I entered the 
ministry. I have invariably believed and taught the great 
^ essential truths, of the Trinity of persons in the Godhead^ 

the decrees of God — the ruin of our race by the sin of our 
first parents — the corruption of our nature — election to ev- 
erlasting life — the utter helplessness and hopelessness of fal- 
len man without a mediator — the reality and necessity of 
the atonement of Christ — his eternal Deity — the necessity 
and reality of the Holy Spirit's influence to regenerate and 
sanctify the sinner— justification before God, by faith alone 
through the righteousness of Christ, and not by deeds of 
righteousness which we have done— the perseverance in 
holiness of all who are efiectually called by the Spirit of God 
— the necessity of good works— and the eternal obligation 
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of all rational creatures, whether in HeaTi^n? on Earth,* 
or itt H^H, whether justified or not, to ob^ the l«iws of God. 
I adhere to, aucl approve of the Confeasion of Faith, as ccm- 
taining an admirable eiihibition of ^Hhe syalem of doctrine'^ 
taught in the Sacred Scriptures* 

I have indeed repudiated a pblloaophyy which! Once 
without doubt and investigation, took for granted to be the 
revelation of God, but which I have lopg since, on pray er-^ 
ful exaniination, been convinced ia the «dditim of maa,. 
and my attempts have been, as you knetw^ in my public min,- 
istration^ of the word to exhibit the truths of the Scriptures,, 
and of our standards, as interpreted, not by the aasumptiona 
of philosophy, and the metaphysics of the sol^ools, but 9» 
adapted to the apprehension of, and intelligible On |>rineiple» 
of common sense, to the wayfaring man, and the little child. 

Feelins myself to be under peculiar obligations to yon 
Gentlemen, for niany dqeda of persona) kindneaa, and hav* 
ing no desire to conceal the truth, even though it may opr 
erate to my injury, I cheerfully comply with your reqcieat^ 
and have delivered to the person who conveys this letter^ 
and who wil( hand them to A, Carothers £}sq. whatever pa- 
pers I have in my possession, which may enable you to 
form your own judgment, in relation to the doings of the 
Presbytery, and the Synod in my case. I i^ould have ro- 
plied ^i an earlier date,, but for the eireumatance of my 
time haying, foy two daya, been entirely oeeof icd with pas- 
toral yisltation^, among the families residing in the country*. 
With fQ^Ung;^ of gr^t resfijeQt, and piemonal regard, 
I remain your sincere friend, and obedient servant*^ . 
f GEORGE NUFFIELD* 

To Dr. J. Creigh, A, Carothers, Esq. S.ElUott, J. Lpudon, 
J\ Shrom, Jf. Doocy, f. Carothers, R. Lamberton, W. 
C. Chambers, J. Halbert, T. Trimble, W. Craighead^ aaul 
S. Woods. 
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The process commenced «g»in9t the Rev. Geo. DuIEcIdi 
pastor of the Presbyteri?in Church, by the Presbytery of 
Carlisle, may be dated with the £rst action of that body in 
relation to his book entitled ''Spiritual Life. " Preyiotjis to 
thiSy attempts hjad been made as there is reason to believe, 
by Boitie of his cferijoal biethre% to excite a popular preju- 
dice, and a. crying fame a^in^thim. Vague insiauatip^s, 
and prhrate convejrsatiooa on the part of a clerical man, 
kn^wn to be personally opposed to Mr. D. had disaflfeoted 
the minds of some of his congregation towards him, before 
ever the work h«d been published. Immediately after its 
appearance, garbled extracts and sophistical comment^) were 
published simurtaneously in apolitical paper in Carlisle, and 
the Presbyt^riaft. The sentiments advanced were repre- 
sented as Socinian, Pelagian, Armenian, Pantheistical, Athe- 
istical, &c. Sdme of fnese productions, were traced up to 
clerical men in conjunction with two members of his con- 
gregation, whef were kno^n to be personally hostile to him. 

On the ground of commonr fame tlnis Originated, without 
ever inquiring properly into the fact that a common fame did 
in reality exisf^ tbe Presbytery commenced process against 
the book. A complaint was prosecuted by Mr. Duffield 
against the Presbytery^ before the Synod of Philadelphia, 
for the ti^ury done him by their process against his book, 
and for other reasons alleged^ which were at the time pub- 
lished. The Synod entertained the complaint, which was 
reported by the jtidicial committee to be in order, andtvas 
inviBStigated to S)*me exfettt, until, by a new construction of 
Chap. 2. See. 4. Art. 4. of the Book of Discipline^ it was 
declared to be out of order, but was immediately reconsid- 
ered by consent of pardies. After the parties had been fully 
heard, the Synod dismissed the complaint, and without de- 
ciding on its merits, enjoiiied it on the Presbytery to com- 
meoee process against Mr. Duffield. 

The Presbytery met in Lewistown and having adopted 
the following minute, adjourned to meet at NewviTle in No- 
vember. 
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Lewiatowtiy Oct. 30, 1832. 

"Whereas in view of Presbytery common fame* charges 
the Rev. Geo. DufBeld with holding and publishing erro- 
neous doctrines, and whereas the principle complaint of the 
Rev. Geo. DuffieM against tJiQ ^oceedings of Presbytery 
of Carlisle, and that on which the two others rest and from 
which they spring is, that "without preferring of charges — 
citation and other steps of judicial process, the Presbytery 
have in fact condemned him as heretical,'' and whereas the 
Synod are distinctly informed that the Presbytery intend 
as soon as practicable to commence and issue such process — 
therefore Resolved that farther progress in the present 
complaint is unnecessary, if not improper, till Presbytery 
shall have brought the contemplated trial to issue which 
they are hereby enjoined to do as soon as possible." 

"Wherefore Resolved, That Messrs. Sharon, Williams, 
and J. Williamson be a committee to prepare charges to be 
preferred against Mr. Dnffield, and report to Presbytery. 

(Attested by ;M. B. Patterson, Clerk.) 

The Presbytery having met in Newville, received and 
adopted the report of the committee appointed to prepare 
char|2;es against Mr. D. 

The following are the minutes of their transactions in 
the case : 

Newvilky Nov.HH, IS32. 

Half past 2 o'clock, P. M. 

**The committee appointed to prepare charges of error to 
be preferred against Rev. Geo. Duffield read their report 
which was accepted. 

Resolved, That the Presbytery consider by articles the 
report of the committee in the case of Rev. Geo. Duffield. 
Thursday, 8 o'clock, A. M. 

''After due deliberation upon the several articles of the 
report of the committee in the case of Rev. George Duffield^ 

*rhis first clause in the preamble which asserts its existence and makes 
common Fame to be the accuser of Mr. Duffield, formed no pat^of the origf- 
inal resolution adopted by the Presbytery at Lewistown, but on motion 
was inserte<l a month afterwards at the meeting at Newville, when it was 
intimated by Mr. McKnight that Mr. Duffield might hold the committee 
responsible aft his accusers, to make good their charges, and demand that 
they be censured if they failed to do so. The mlteration of the minutes was 
asserting a fact without evidence, and taking ground which the Presbytery 
at Le)»ristown did not take. lUit it was found necessary to screen tlic com- 
miltcc. Sec Mr. Agncws protest. 
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Presbytery adopted them as relevant charges. — They are 
as follows: 

Report. — The committee appointed to prepare charges 
of error to be preferred against the Rev. George DujQBeld, 
are unanimously of opinion that he may be fairly charged 
on the ground of Common Fame, with maintaining, indus- 
triously propagating both from the pulpit and through the 
press, the following doctrines or opinions either absurd in 
^ themselves, or directly at variance with some of the most 

important and vital doctrines, and truths taught in the stan- 
dards of the Presbyterian Church, and the wjord of God- 
viz : — (Here follow the specifications as on pages 14, 16, 
and 16.) 

Resolved, That Presbytery now do institute judicial 
process against the Rev. Geo. Duffield, on the ground of 
the specifications, contained in the report of the committee 
appointed at Lewistown for that purpose, which report has 
been considered and sustained by Presbytery, as containing 
^ relevant grounds of charge, and that Mr. Duffield be cited 

> to appear before Presbytery .at its next meeting to answer 

to the same, and that the Moderator or clerk furnish him 
with a copy of said charges and that he be informed that 
reference for evidence will be had by Presbytery to his book 
on regeneration — his sermons on the same subject lately 
published, and to the following individuals: — John Mc- 
Clure, Geo. A. Lyonj Andrew Holmes, John Procter, P. B. 
Smith, James Hamilton, Andrew Blair, Thomas Trimble, 
Dr. W. C. Chambers, Robert Clarke andDr. John Paxton. 
**We the undersigned in the exercise of our constitutional 
rights do hereby protest from the above resolution. 1. Be- 
cause we do conscientiously and unhesitatingly believe that 
Presbytery by the the trial of Mr. Duffield's book have 
* prejudged his case, and are now not competent to sit in 

judgment in his case. 

^'2. Because when an appeal is taken or a complaint en- 
tered against a decision of a Presbytery (as is the fact here) 
our Book of Discipline Sec. 3. Art. 1., requires the suspen- 
sion of all further proceedings in the case for the time be- 
ing. 

"3. Because Presbytery have tabled charges against one 
of their members now on the ground of Fama Clamosa with- 
out having official evidence before them of the existence of 
such Fama Clamosa." Signed JOHN McKNIGHT, 

W. R. DE WITT, 
THOS. TRIMBLE. 
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"I unite with Messrs. McKnight — De Witt and olhcM, 
in protesting against the resolution of Presbytery in the 
case of Mr. D. for the two first reasons mentioned in their 
protest." R. S. GRIER. 

I unite in the protest of Rer. J. McKnight, Rev. W. R. 
De Witt, and Thonias Trimble, and farther protest, that the 
ground of Fama Clampsa was taken by an unconstitutional 
motion to suspend a discussion for the purpose of altering 
the minutes of a previous meeting.*' 

JOHN H. AGNEW. 

**Messrs. M'Ginly and J. Williamsoa were appointed a 
committee to answer the above protest." 
The above are true extracts from the mioutes of Presbytery. 

M. B. PATTERSON. 

The citation of the clerk which was left at the house of 
Mr. Duffield, During his absence, was without date, and 
reads as follows: 

Rev. Geo. Duffield:— 

You are hereby cited to appear 
before the Presbytery of Carlisle, on the 18th day of Dec. 
next, in the Presbyterian Church at Newville, to answer 
to the following charges of error preferred by them against 
you, at their sessions on the 29th of Nov. 183ii, ia which 
"common fame is the accuser." 

Art. 1. That "life consists in the regular series of 
relative, appropriate characteristic actions in an individual 
being," and that thp life of God himself is not distinguish- 
able from his own holy volitions and actions.* 

Art. 2, That the human soul equally with the body is 
derived from the parents by traduction or natural genera- 
tion — that the body and the soul are alike developed in their 
actions respectively- and that the soul as created by God and 
brought into connexion with the body, ^'whether in con- 
ception, quickening or in the first inspiration" is wholly 
destitute of all capacities whatever. 

Art. 3. That the image of God, in which man or Adam 

•The following: note to the lat Art. in the report of the committee was 
omitt ed in the citation.— 

Koie io the 1*/ cAorgfC^^NoU this opinion is noticed because of the im- 
portance it assumes in Mr. DufficWs theory— because it is manifestly ab- 
surd, and » avowedly desigpned to haired mud actually doe» exert a prevail^ 
ini; influence miiKxltfyvig>.and even ;d perverting some of the principle 
doctrines taug^ht in our standards." 

This is a true copy of the note in the report of the committee. 

M. B. PATTERSON, Clerk. 
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was originally created, principally consisted in a three- 
fold life, with which he was endowed by his Creator, viz. 
vegetable, animal and spiiitual life. 

Art. 4. That Adam was not the federal, covenant 
head of the human race— thai he sustained no other relation 
to his posterity, but that of a natural parent, and that 
there did not exist any thing that could be properly denom- 
inated a covenant relation between God and Adam, as the 
representative of his natural offspring* 

Ai|T. 5. That Adam's first sia is in no proper sense im- 
putea to his posterity to their legal condemnation, and that 
the tempotal or natural death of infants is the natural 
result or consequence of Adam's sin, solely by virtue of their 
connexion with him as a parent. 

Art. 6. That all holiness and sin consist exclusively in 
the voluntary acts and exercise of the soul — that there is 
no principle of holiness or sin inherent in the soul, which 
exerts any power or causal influence in producing holy or 
sinful acts and exercises — and that there is no innate^ her- 
editary, derived depravity or corruption in our nature. 

Art. 7. That no moral character can appropriately be 
predicated of, or possessed by infants— that they are neither 
sinful nor holy — are not actually under the government of 
law — nor above the level of the mere animals — and that 
even our Lord Jesus Christ, in his infant state possessed 
no holiness of character, other than what might be affirmed 
of the Mosaic Tabernacle or inmost chamber of the Tem- 
ple, and other consecrated instruments of Jewish worship; 
and that our first parents themselves were not created in a 
state of moral rectitude, that is, they possessecF no holiness 
or moral character, anterior to, and independent of, their 
owiv voluntary exercises, or in other words, they had no 
spiritual life till they acquired it by their ovvn voluntary acts 
and exercises. 

Art. 8. That man in his fallen state is possessed of en- 
tire ability to repent, believe, and perform other holy exer- 
cises, independently of any new power or ability, imparted 
to him by the regenerating, or new-creating influence of 
the Holy Ghost. Consequently, 

Art. 9. That regeneration is essentially a voluntary 
change or act of the soul — is exclusively the effect of man's 
own unassisted powers and efforts independently of any di- 
vine influence whatever, excepting what is of a mere ob- 
jective, moral kind, or in other language, the moral suasion 
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of the Spirit, or the suasive influence of truth in conneJcicm 
with an arrangement of providential circumstances. 

Art. 10. That by election in the sacred scriptures is 
meant nothing else than the actual selection of a certain por- 
tion of men from the great mass, by their being made the 
subjectsof spiritualjife, which is not possessed by therest^ 
that it is the actual display of God's sovereignty in making 
believers alive from the dead, or quickening them (bdiev- 
ers) from the death of trespasses and sins, in which they i 

(believers) in common with all mankind were lying. | 

You are also hereby informed that reference for evicienee 
will be had by Presbytery, to your book, (^'Duffield on Re- 
generation'^) your two sermons on the same subject, lately 
published in Carlisle, and the following individuals, viz:— ^ 
John McClure, Geo. A. Lyon, Andrew Holmes, John 
Procter, P. B. Smith, Jas. Hamilton, Andrew Blair, Thos. 
Trimble, Dr. W. C. Chambers, Robt Clarke and Dr John 
Pax ton. r 

Issued and signed by order of Presbytery, ^ 

M. B. PATTERSON, Clerk. I 

When the Presbytery met at Newville, on Dec. 18th, Mr. 
DuiBSelddid not appear but transmitted the following letter: 

To the Revm Presbytery of Carlisle: — 

On Saturday last, the 15th inst a sealed paper, ad- 
dressed to me, loithout date^ and signed by M. B. Patter- 
son, Clerk of Presbvtery, was put into my hands. It pur- 
ported to be a citation by your order, requiring me to ap- 
pear before you on Tuesday the 18th inst to answer to 
certain '^charges of error" preferred by (you) against (me) 
at (yourj ^^sessions on the 29th of Nov. 1832, in which 
common fame is the accuser," 

Agreeably to the expectations and engagements distinctly ^ 

made known to you by me, when convened with you at 
Lewistown, I have been absent from this region till Sat- 
urday last, and therefore did not attend your meeting at 
Newville. The specified time for serving a citation, on an 
accused person not having been enjoyed by me, nor in fact 
having been duly cited at all^ as I could show, were I dis- 
posed to object to the informality of the paper, I am at 
present altogether unprepared to meet your wishes in the 
premises. My attendance to-morrow at your meeting there- 
fore would not in the least expedite your proceedings in 
the case. This circumstance induces me in preference to 
meeting mth you, to co-operate with my ministerial breth- 
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fen in this borough, who h*yc set apart, and recommended 
to their seteifii) iihurches, itd obiervAnee as a day of fastihg, 
hamiliation mA prayer, }n donttquertc* of «he alarttling arp- 
pearan^e jof thei Choffta, Pttid the eittc^fi^iv^ *n4 fatal preva- 
ifinee, af Varicdoid, Small Pox aifid other disease*, artfong 
usy which have re«eiotly oarried off sever*) of otir most re- 
spectiable ditiscena, and at pf esent iiffiict Inamy, and endaArger 
the life of todio. 

AvaiUng myself of my constitutional rights 1 request y<>u 
to tile the followirtg pcrsottS as \¥Ui!ie*ses, iit addition to 
tikosQ Mi09t nifnei htfif'er b^en mentiofted by your Clerk, 
viz:— The Rev. Alex. MeFafriafl4, R^v. John Bitrft, Rev. 
Ub. WiUitffiiaon, lohn WiMiamsdrt, Esq. Rev. M'K. Wil- 
liamsdn, Rdv. Joshua T. Russell, R^v* Mr. Jewelt, of 
Loudon> Rev. H. AAraftd, of Taneyto^vn, Dr. John Mc- 
Dowell, of M^tcertburg, Df. Boggd, of Greeitcistle, Mr. 
Johnston, of Newville, Isaiah Graham, Esfq. Rev. Dr. 
John Pixtoti, Rev* Dr^ R. Cathcart, Mr. Robert Porter, of 
Carlisto, Mr. Thomas Cafotherd, Mr. John Clendenin, Dr. 
Ira Day, of Silver S^ing Congregation, J Loudon J 4 H&I- 
bert, W. Craiii^head, Boss LambHsrton, A. Carothers^ H. 
Duffield,! and W. MeC. liall, of Lewistown. 

As the examidatkon of (hese and other witnesses whom 
it may be necessary to cite, must consumd a great deal of 
timoy I would respectfully suggest the propriety of the 
Presbytery meetiitg in Carli9!e. 

With sentiments of due consideration and regard I aub* 
acribe myself your brother aiid servant in Christ. 

GEORGE DUFFIELD. 
Carlisle, Dec. 17^ 1S3^. 

The ^bove letter was rertd in Prdsbytery when the fol- 
lowinig minute was adopted: 

Newville, December, 18 lS3i^. 

Half past 2 o'clock, P. M. 

<^0n motion, Resolved, That as the Clerk omitted to 
date the citation,, addressed to the Rev. Geo. Dullleld, 
Presbytery consider that he haa not yet beehtt cited. 

Resolved, That the Moderator or Clerk, eite httn to ap-^ 
pear before Presbytery at thcAr next ixieeting-^and to fur- 
nish him with citations to the witnesses, mentioned in his 
letters to the Moderator and Clerk*— and tliat citations be 
served on« the wltne&sea mentioaod in the copy of tfce char- 
ges served on Mr. Duffield/' 



.18 

Letters adUressetl to the Moderatar and Clerk, were re-^ 
ceived by Presbytery, from the .Rev. G. Doffieid, stating 
that he had received a copy of charge^ preferred against him, 
accompanying an informal citation, aod requesting thatihe 
followin 2 witnesses be cited, on bis behalf: Bev. Messrs. 
Alex. McFarlane^ John Burt, H. Aurand, and Messrs. 
John Williamson, Esq. John Clendenin, Thomas Carothers,. 
Dr. Ira Day, Dr. Boggs, Dr. John McDowell, W. McClay 
Hall, £sq. Henry Duffield, Judge McLean, Mr. Smith, 
Nathan Woods, Samuel Pierce, Qeo. Fleming, Mr. C0O-- 
per, Mr. McClelland, M. Henderson,. M. McGee, also re- 
questing Presbytery to hold its oeitt rneeting in Carlisle.. 

Messrs. Moody, Payton, Kennedy, Snodgrass, Bot^han- 
an^ and McGinley were espec:i&ily: appointed, to 'hold con- 
ference with Mr. Duffield, in relation tor the erroiieous doc- 
trines with vviiich he is charged; agreeably tolChap. .5. Sec 
4. of the Book of Discipline; 

The above are true extracts from the niinutes of Presby- 
tery. M. B. PATTERSON, Clerk. 

Some of the persons mentioned as constitutrng the com- 
Hiiitee, just noticed, were notpre<sent ot Presbytery, nor 
is it known that they were officially informed by the clerk 
of their appointment. At all events, Mr. Duffield has been 
heard to say, that none ever called upon him but Mr. 
Moody, who. never introduced the subject or referred to it;' 
and Mr. M'Ginley who, when Mr. Duffield was informed- 
by him that he came as a Committee from Presbytery to 
converse with him, and therefore refused to have any con- 
versation with him but in the presetice of a witness, de- 
clined doing so. This Committee were never required to 
report to Presbytery, nor did they report, nor did Presby- 
tery even inquire whether any appointed fpr that purpose 
had called upon him. Mr. M'Ginley, it is believed, relat- 
ed to Presbytery an account of his own interview with Mr. 
Duffield, but no notice is taken of it in the minutes of Pres- 
bytfery. 

The citation which was the second time directed to be 
issued, was dated at Newville, and was left at Mr. Duffield':^ 
house by the clerk, but never served on his person^ as the 
Constitution directs. It reads as follows: 

' Netwilky Dec. lOM, 1832. 
Rev. Ge^oroe Duppibld, 

You are hereby cited So appear before the Presbytery 
of Carlisle at their meeting on the Second Tuesday of 
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April next, in the Presbyterian Church in Carlisle, at 11 
o'clock, A. M . to answer to charges of error, a copy of 
which, in your note to the Moderator of Presbytery at their 
late sessions, you admit you have received, with whicli 
Common Fame charges yoii. 

Referencfe for evidence will be had to your hook and 
printed sermons oh Regeneration, and to Messrs. John 
M'Clure, Geo. A. Lyon, Andrew Holmes, John Procter, 
P. B. Smith, Jas. Hamilton, Andrew Blair, Thos. Trimble, 
Wm. C. Chambers, Robert Clark, and Dr. John Paxton. 

Issued and signed by order and in the name of Presby- 
tery, M. B, PATTERSON, Clerk 

The sudden determination of Presbytery, to delay to act 
in the ease, after the manifestation of such great previous 
haste, excited surprise in the minds of Mr. Duiiieid's 
friends, and the more especially, since it took place imme- 
diately when the Presbytery discovered that he vvas deter- 
mined to stand his trial, and to cite witnesses in great num- 
ber, and from different parts of the Presbytery. It is be- 
lieved, from things stated by individual members of Pres- 
bytery, that the persons who were most active in this 
prosecution, were of the opinion, that as Mr. Doffield had 
said at Lewistown, he deemed the Presbytery incompetent 
to try him, after they had prejudged his. case by their action 
on his book, and would never submit to such trial, he vvould 
decline their jurisdiction and refuse to obey their citations, 
which would enable the Presbytery, without the formality 
of a trial, and with promptitude, to suspend or depose him 
on the ground of contumacy. This accounts for the rapid 
meetings, (three from the end of October till the 18th of 
December,) as long as this remained in doubt, and the long 
adjournment as soon as there was no room to doubt Mr. 
Duffield's design to meet his brethren, and put them to the 
proof. At thr^ time Mr. Duffield had an invitation from 
the North Church' of New Haven, which he declined ac- 
cepting, and had he been disposed to do so, would not have 
accepted, because of the process commenced against him. 

It is proper here to state, that during. a visit which Mr. 
Duffield had previously promised to his friends in the east, 
and which was paid after the meeting of Synod, Andrew 
Blair, an elder who had for some time absented himself 
from Session, *and never resigned his seat, presented to 
Presbytery, a. petition, signed by himself and a iWvv other 
members of thVl-hnrch and* congregation, to be sct^fl' into 
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a new coDflregvtion "fram an4 after llie Ut of Jaouar>>'~' 
This petitiop was grante4, bi)4 tbe grant reeerded in the 
very terma in which it was presented, the object pf whicbf 
as it afterwards appeared, wjis not only to haTe a new 
church organized, but to enable those «ho were tp be "act 
off," previously to adopt and accomf^ish a plan, by reason 
of their having a majority in the Board of Truateea, to con- 
vey away before they quit the congregation, about $2500- 
worth of stock in the Carlisle Bank, to Kobert Clark and 
Andrew Blair, in trust, for the use of the church to be lei 
off on the Ist of January. The petitioners were in form 
organized into a chiirch, on the ISth of January by J. Wil- 
liamson in connection with A. B. Quay, without requiring; 
any certificates of disinission or recommendation from tht 
Session to which they belonged. The right of Presbytery 
to dismiss them over the head of Session was asserted. 
This was contested, and prBvlous to the commencement of 
the trial of Mr. J)uffield, this matter was investigated on 
the report of the Committee, and a remonstrance from the 
Se«flion. The following are the jninutes and decision o' 
Presbytery in the case, and they ore introduced here, U> 
shew the various embarrassments which Mr. Duflield hac 
to encounter. His own reputation was assailed — a blow 
was struck at the public confidence in him — measures had 
been adopted and sanctioned, which many believed woulc 
cripple effectually the friends of Mr. Duffield, distract hip 
Gongregation, wound his feelings, and deprive him of the 
means of support. 

Carlisle, April 9th, 1S33. 
The Commillcc! appointed to organize a church in Car- 
lisle presented their Report which was accepted and is a5 
follows: 

The Committee appointed to organize the Second Pres- 
byterian Church in Carlisle, which had been set off by thr 
Presbytery in November last, from the First Prejbyteriaii 
Church, in Carlisle, Keport: 

12th of January, |S3J, Ihey met with th? 
on in the County Hall in the borough cl 
bly to notice previously given, for the pur- 
ly prgapiiting the MKie, and that a sermor 
and the Committee proceeded, after slatinj: 
ione by the Presbytery in relation to the 
election of Elders and Deacons, and Messrs. 
John M'Clurc, auU Robert Clark weri> 
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UDaiiiinously chosen Elders; and Peter B, Smithi Robert 
Irwin, John Proctor and Robert Giffinj Deaeon^i who had 
been Kldert and Deacons in the old cbureb, and were instal- 
ed as such, and the Second Church was declared to be duly 
orgaaized. MS^ WILUAMSON, ^ Committee. 

April 1, 1835. 

After some dUcussion had taken place on a motion to 
adopt the Report, the Presbytery adjourned to meet to* 
morrow morning at 3 o'clock. 

April 10. 1933. 
The Presbytery resumed the unfinished business of yes- 
terday, viz: the consideration of the Report of the Com- 
mittee to organize a congregation at Carlisle. 

After recess the Presbytery resumed the unfinished busi- 
ness. After much discussion, Presbytery agreed to have a 
recess untill seven o'clock this evening- 
After recess the consideration of the Report of the Com- 
mittee to organize a church in Carlisle was r^umed, and 
after some debate, it was moved and seconded to poDtppnt 
the original motion in order to take up asubstitute^ which 
was lost, * 

The yeas and pays were then taken on the original mOf 
tion, in order to take up a substitute, which was lost. The 
yeas and nays ivere then taken on the original motion and 
it was carried. Yeas 25, Nays 8. 

Messrs Duflield, M'Knight and Dr. Cathcart protested 

• The ft)U4iw*«g M the 8uli3tihiie here referred tor 

Whereas, it appears, that the Committee appointed taoi«gtiiiiEC a ScooikI 
ChuiH^h in Cai'lisle, clid out require testimonials of diamisaion of those who 
were tp constitut 3 the new church, from the session of the church to 
whteh they be!onj»ed; and whereas, the session of that church have repre- 
a^ted that this coiins of pirocediire tias been productive of serious injury 
to t^ieiia, but that they are perfectly wUliiig the intention of Preshytejy 
shall be executed, and tbey be regularly established as a Second Church; 
therefore, 

lUfiplved, TK^t while the Presbytery are persuaded that the Committee 
were ivot aciuMed by improiier motivfa in the coarse pursued by them, 
their report b^ip not adopted; and that the three Elders. Messrs U)tAr^ 
M*CUire and Clark, be and hereby are instructed to meet with Uie old sesr 
sion, and regularly resign their seats a» members of tlie same, and apply for 
Ofili^atfis of disniisaiona to b« granted for s«ch members as have been de- 
clared by tlie Committee to be members of the new Church, and wh» l)av« 
so far as their own agency was employed, relinquished connection with the 
old ClHireh; that U is hereby recommended to the session of that ehurch to 
give tbf;m the desired testimonials; and that if any eases of discipline are 
pteiiding, that the session aad these membera be instructed to settle iha 
same in a spirit of mutual conciliation and good will. 
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against^ and gave notice tliat they would complain, to the 
next General Asiembly. 

I certify the above to be a faithful extract from the min- 
utes of the Presbytery of Cai lisle. 

J AS. C. WATSON, Clerk. 

The following protest was presented and read before 
Presbytery: 

The undersigned protest against the resolutions of Pres- 
bytery adopting the report of the committee appointed by 
Presbytery to organize a church in Carlisle, and give notice 
of their intention to coniplain of the same to the next Gen- 
eral Assembly. 

1st Because that in the caption of the report assumed by 
the committe^ it is stated, that the persons organized into a 
church, were set off in November last by the Presbytery, 
which is not the fact, and was admitted in Presbytery by 
every one who spoke on the subject, not to be the fact. 

2d. Because it was admitted on all hands, that no testi- 
monials of dismission from the Sessions of the Churches 
with which they were connected, were produced by the 
persons organized into a church, to the committee, or re- 
quired by them, according to the constitutional provisions 
of the Book of Discipline about members removing from 
one congregation to another. See Chap. xi. Sec. i. and 
the regulations of the General Assembly of 1831 on the 
subject of organizing churches. 

3d. Because it was shewn that the persons organized into 
a church, had never been dismissed by the sessions to whioli 
they severally belonged. 

4th. Because to give the appearance of constitutionality 
to the proceedings of this commiltee,.it was contended that 
the persons organized into a church had been dismissed by 
the Presbytery, who, it was said, had divided the congre- 
gation of Carlisle by a resolution passed No\ ember 29th, 
notwithstanding it was admitted, that all the persons peti* 
tioning for a new church were not members of the (ihurch 
of Carlisle, under the watch and care of the session; and 
shewn, that all the said petitioners did not wish, nor con- 
sider themselves to be either dismissed from the church, or 
set off from the congregation of Carlisle. 

5th, Because in themjnute.of Presbytery, recording the 
appointment of the Committee to organize the petitioners 
into a church, in which they alluded to the resolution of 
Presbytery passed November 29th, it is distinctly declared, 



4 



.A 



as an event past and done, that the petitioners tpere iet off 
from the congregation of. Carlisle,-— when i\ was uniformly 
mentioned in Presbytery that they were actually sejt off on 
the 1st of January, and not before. 

<)th. Because it was contended and maantained by Pres- 
byteryj in justification of their Committee's doings, in op- 
position to the ramonstances of the Session* of the church of 
CarlisJe, that- the Presbytery did not form a new church 
agreeaUy to the clause of the Constitution, Chap. x. Sec^ 
8, of the Form of Govermfent, which gives them the power 
so to do, in which case the regulations of the General As- 
sembly, it was admitted, would have been applicable and 
should have been observed; but that they only divided the 
congregatioa of Carlisl<e.agreeab]y to the clause of said arti^ 
cle which gives Presbytery. the right to ♦'div^ide or unite 
codgi^ationS, at the request of the people, '^ in which case 
it'wa^ jsOhteoded, no-dismissions were necessary from the 
Session to Whicii the persons belonged, but that thdy were 
dismissed by Presbytery, and 

,7th. Because^ even admi*Hng that the Presbytery hsfd 
a right to divide a congregation by setting off some of its 
members to be. organized into a chureh, as Presbytery 
have done, the Constitution does not give them this right 
absolutely, under all circumstances, but only when request-^ 
ed by the- people, which was. not the fact in this case, the 
petitioners . being coafessediy a party comprising sixty- 
^eveo namep, out of a eburch of six hundred and upwards, 
who applied, at their own exclusive instance, to Presbytery, 
without ,tl)e knowledge, consent, or approbation either of 
the Session or Congregation to which they belonged. 

8th. Because, even admitting, again, that the Presbytery 
had a right to divide aCongregation, by setting off some of 
its members to be organized into a church, as Presbytery 
have done, —Ibis does not imply but that it should be done 
iUi the constitutional way, by directing the Session to dis- 
miss them, who only can, in the nature of things, be com- 
petent to do so, as having the watch and care of church 
members, which was not done in this case. 

9th. Because the language of the Presbytery's resolution, 
granting the prayer of the petitioners, adopted originally 
from the very petition itself, did, by the employment of 
ambiguous terms, render it difficult to tell what was the 
meaning of Presbytery; whether they assumed the right of 
dismissing .them, or whether they constituted them a dis- 
tinct and independent congregation on the 1st of January, 
as such to be recognized under their care, while they had 
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not Mtutily been organized^ by the election of officers, and 
by otl)er 9tepa proscribed by the Assembly, and neeesaary 
to complete the organizing process by whicb a church is 
constituted. 

10th. Because it was declared by the Session in their re-* 
monstranoer and not denied, that the petitioners request 
was adopted by them, with a view to facilitate certain mea- 
sures, subsequently adopted, at the instance and through 
the agency of the petitioners, to secure the slienatioA of tne ^ 

personal property belonging to tbe Congregation of Car-* 
lisle, before thd petitioners should mctuauly become a dis^ 
linct and independent Ckingregation^-^-whieh thing wm re^ 
presented by the Session to be produotive of effects injuria 
Otis to the peaceful intereonrse^ the interests of both* church* 
esi and the welfere of religion. 

Uth. Becau^ tbe Pre^ytery refused to adapt a re^olu^ 
Vion introduced by a member of Presbytery, ^hich, while 
it cast no censure on the Committee appointed to organise' 
the new church, would have maintained the constitutional 
principles of the Book of Discipline and the regulation# of a 

the Assembly applicable to the case, and would have healed 
existing dilsentioAS) and secured th« return of gdod feeling 
and cordial intetreourse. The purport c^ this resolution, wss^ 
that the report of the Committee should be rsjeeted, and 
that U)e three elders who had withdrawn from the Session, 
should again meet with them and resign their seats, and re* 
quest the dismission of those members who aclhered to them, 
— and that whatever cases of discipline required attention, 
should be mutually adjusted in the spirit of christian cour-' 
tesy and good will. This would never have affected the 
pecuniary responsibilities, or ecclesiastical relation and char- 
acter of the secession. We protest against the entire pro* 
cedure of Presbytery^ because it seems to us, that it was ) 

deemed more important to support the Committee and the 
recession, who had irregularly withdrawn, than to seek tlve 
return of cordial christian intercourse and communion^ 
among those who are at variance. 

12th. BecausQ we deem tlie measures of the Committee, 
and the act of Presbytery, disrespectful towards the Gen- 
eral Assembly, whose regulations, as to the mode of organ- 
izing churches, are so satisfactory and speciflC) as well as 
caleulated aikl designed to prevent just such coiitot^tiofts 
and irreg.ularities as have ariscsi here through the nett;lect of 
tlicm. GEO. DDPFIELD. 

TH09. TRIMBLE. 

April 10, 1S33. 
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The members of Presbytery assembled at the commence^ 
ment of the trial of Mr. DufSeld, were as 'follows: viz: 
Robert Cathcart, D. D. and Messrs. WilliaRis, Mpody, 
penny, Wilson*, Kennedy, Sharon, M'Ginley, Buchanan, 
Grier, M'Knight, Duffield, Keller, De Witt, J. Williamson, 
M'Knight Williamson, M'Kinley> M'Cahren, Qu?y, Pat- 
terson, Creigh, Watson, Breckenridge, and Rutter, minis- 
ters, 24, AbsentJ. Paxton, D..D* and - — "-:S>nodgra9s and 
H- R% Wilson, jr. Elders present — Messrs. /fTimble, 
Clendenin, Vynoy Ross, M'Cormick,. Henderson, Cassat, 
Fletcher^ M'Dowell, A. M^Clurej J. M'Clure, McClelland, 
and Shields, 13.* . 

April II, 1833. 

On motion. Resolved, that Mr. DuflSeld be enquired of, as 
to his readiness to answer at this meeting, to the charges 
preferred against him by Presbytery.t Mn Duffield en* 
quired whether the Presbytery had ascertained, that the 
citations in the case had been duly served and forwarded 
by the clerk. As some difficulty existed in making this 



• Before the close of the trial, as the reader will perceive by the yt. _ 
and nays on the question of gfuilty or not guilty, a large number of tiie 
pembers had either obtained leave of absence, or without such leare, had 
absented themselves, particularly of the elders. 

' f Wlien Mr. Duffield was thus inter'*og^ted, he replied, that arreeably 
to tiie Book of Discipline. Chap. iv. Art 14. it was the business of Presby- 
tery to ascertain as the first step, whether be had been duly cited, as our 
^ forms of process direct. The mode of citation should be such, that Um Clerk 
could be able to swear to the fact, that the individual had been actuaUy 
cited, and therefore it should either be delivered into the hands of the 
person by the Clerk himself, or be read to him. The Clerk, M. B. Pat- 
terson, was asked whether he had duly cited Mn Dufiield* He said that 
he had left a citation at his house, but did not see him. It had not been 
served on his person. The Clerk was then asked, if he had a copy of the 
citation. He replied^ that he bad at home^ but not here. Here Presby* 
tery were greatly at a loss to know whether Mr. Duffield had been cited at 
all. It was proposed by some, that tiie Clerk should go home« (a distance 
of 17 miles,) and get a copy of the citation. But this would not have ena- 
bled him to prove, that Mr. Duffield had erer seen his citation* All tfant 
he could prpve, was, that he left it atMr. Dvii&ekl's doer when he was ab- 
sent from home. To relieve the Presbytery from their embarrassment, 
Mr. Duffield acknowledged he had received the Clerk's citation, as stated 
in the minutes. 

4 
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appear, it was agreed that the matter should lie over. 
Whereupon Mr. Duffield presented the following paper: 

^<I acknowledge that a paper citing me to appear before 
Presbytery, at their session in Carlisle now holding, to 
which I make no objections, and which I admit to have 
been regularly drawn up, was left at my house and seen 
by me, and am as much prepared now to meet Presbytery^ 
in obedience to it, as ever I expect to be. 

GEO. DUFFIELD. 

Reisolved, That it be t!ie order of the day for this after- 
noon, to take up the case of Mr. Duffield. 

Presbytery proceeded to the order of the day.* The 
eharges prefcred against the Rev. Geo. Duffield, by Pres- 
bytery, were read to him.t The Moderator requested 
Mr. Duffield to say, whether he was guilty or not guilty. 
Mr. Duffield requested the Presbytery to decide, whether 
the entire charges to which he is to answer, are included 
between the words, *^ Article 1st. Life,'' &c. and ending 
with, *<all mankind were lying," at the end of Article 10th. 
The Presbytery replied that they did. Mr. Duffield rose 

* I'he Moderator here rose fom bis seat, and solemnly adtnonisbed the 
Presbytery, that they were about to sit as a court of Clirist, to investigate* 
in tlieir **judicial capacity,'* cbai-ges against Mr. Duffield. 

f Mr. J. WiUiamsDD read to Mr. Duffield the charges preferred against 
him by the Presbytery as they may be found on pages 14--- 16; »fter which 
he read, also, the resolution of Presbytery adopted at Newville, as it is on 

J>age 13. Mr. Diitfieldthen inquired, what were the e/i//re charges pre* 
erred against him, and whether this resolution was to be understood as a 
part of the bill of indictment, or not. The Moderator decided it was npt, 
and the Presbytery in reply to Mr. DuiHeld's written question, decided 
as stated in the minutes. 

The reader will perceive that in the paper purporting to be the charges 
or bill of indictment, which was read to Mr. Duffield by Mr. J. Williamson^ 
Mr. Duffield is not charged with error, or heresy, or any criminal conduct 
wlwtever. In all libels, it is essentially necessary, that the'crime charged 
be named, whether it is teaching or publishing error, or heresy, or having 
done that which is immoral, such as lying, swearing, &c. And our Book 
of Discipline expressly provides. Chap. I. Sec. 4^ that *< nothing ought to 
be considered by any judicktoryas an offence, or admitted as matter of ac- 
cusation, which cannot be proved to be such from Scripture.'' There 
must be crime alleged* and the crime must be named. Bat in the paper 
read to Mr. Duffield, purporting to be the libel, there is no crime named 
—no charge whatever made — nothing in the form of specifications, but si 
simple string of propositions, which it is not affirmed m the libel, that Mr* 
Duffield either denied or believed, and even the phraseology of these pro- 
poiitionfl, as read to Mr. Duffield by Mr. J. Williamson, did not correspond 
exactly with that of the paper delivered to him by the Clerk, which, when 
Mr* Duffield noticed, Mr. J. WUIiamson before the Presbytery, and 
without stny ordct to to do, corrected, so as to rrtake his copy agree 
With Mr* Duffield's. The utter irregularity of such procedures, the rea»> 
der will see set forth in Mr. DaffieM's third Appeal. 
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and presented (read) to the Presbytery from a paper as 
fellows: — ^'I challenge all the persoDS who composed the 
Presbytery, when met in Shippensburg, in June, 1832, 
when the resolutions of Presbytery, pronouncing their 
judgment on my book, and warning the churches against 
it, were passed; with th« exception of Messrs. M'Knight, 
De Witt, Urie and Shields, who did not vote in favor of 
the same, as being incompetent to set as judges in trying 
me — because they have made up, and expressed an Q^plon, 
an evidence to be exhibited against me, and have a deep 
interest in the result of the trial.'' » 

On motion. Resolved, That the Presbytery, without the!: 
exception of any member of Presbytery present, are' fully 
competent to try Mr. Duffiejd, notwithstanding his. chal^ 
lenge. * 

True extract from the Minutea. J. C, WATSON, Clk. » 

Mn Duffi«ld presented the. following 

PROTEST AND APPEAL: 

I protest against and appeal from the decision of the Pres- 
bytery, refusing to sustain my challenge, and to vacate the 
seats of those members, who constituted the majority of the ' 
Presbytery, when met in Shippensburg in June last, and' 
who voted for the resolutions adopted at that time, condem- 
ning my book and warning the churches against the errors 
which they alleged it contains; and I hereby give notice of 
my intention to prosecute the same, before tha next general 
Assembly, for the reasons which I hereunto annex : — 

I. Because they have made up and expressed an opinion 
on the evidence. This in all civil and criminal courts dis- 
qualifies a jiiror or a judge. A man who has served on the 
grand jury which has found a bill, is not competent to act 
as a juror, when that case is traversed. The proof of their 
having made up and expressed an opinion, is found, in the 
resolution passed in Shippensburg, obtained by P. B« Smith, 
a personail enemy 6f mine, first published by him in a poli- 
tical Gazettee, and afterwards, by order of Presbytery, 
in a pamphlet, printed by Russell & Martien, in Philadel- 
phia, and circulated by Mr. J. Williamson, within the 

* This challenge was Mr. DafHeld's fint plea, which he had a right to 
make before joining issue with the Presbytery on the main question. 
The Presbytery overruled this challenge. Whether with justice or not, 
the reader will jud^e when he has read Mr. Duffiekl's reasons of appeal. 
During the discussion on this plea, which lasted a considerable time, Mr. 
Cassat accused Mr. Duffield of egregious trifling, and was not called to or- 
der by the Moderator. The Moderator himself having argued the case, 
decided, that the persons challenged might sit in judgment. 
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bounds of the Pcesbytery, aiid among the members of the 
Synod of Philadelphia. That resolution, declares their 
judgment in relation to my book on Regenei'ation, now 
cited in evidence against me^ and in fact condemns me, the 
author, by name as heretical. •• . > 

This id done in the following ^vords, evidently designied' 
to give their judgment greater w&ight, viz: * 'Resolved y That 
after dediberote eoiisideration, having declared tbeforeg^^ing 
doctrine}} con tainedip the boo)£' entitled, Duffield an Regene^' 
ratioii) a^^ presented in the report of the Committee to be 
erroneous, and contrary to the doctrines of the Bible, andii 
the BtandiflrdBof b^r Churdh ; we -do most solenanly and 
afrectionfa>tely warri all our MjJhistersi Elders and' People, td ' 
guard* ^»iQst:8Uclk diiftractiiag) and dangerous errors, and 
this we feel constrained to do, under a deep convictfon of 
our solemn respihsibiUty to the Great Head of the Church, 
to guard against anytWrrg which shall corrupt the Jjutity^ 
er disturb the p^ace of tfic Qhurch. ". 

After 8iich a decided, startling, and alarming expression 
of their opihiop, bearing onTt the stamp .of ecclesiastical 
authority^, and claiming to be* the result of a deep convic- 
tion of the highest possible responsibilities, and circulated 
far and wide, asi a solemn warning to all the Churches, I^ 
deem it to be as fraught with tyranny, as it is evincive of 
contenipt Tor the comrnon sense of justice among men, for 
those who did this thipg, no\y to attempt to try me- on 
charges, identically the same with those which they Ha\rf^ 
already published to the world as proved true, against iJVc 
evidence' to, be. adduced against me when on trial. Th'pre 
is not a, court in the land, that would arllow the competency 
of a man to sit as judge or juror in such a case, with an 
opinion previously made up and solemnly expressed. 

And shart a court of Jesus Christ, thus outrage every prin- 
ciple of conjmon right and justice ? 

II. I protest, appeal and complain ; Because^ of the 
^^deep interest'\which these members have in the result 
of my trial. 

It is essential to the .administration of justice^ that the 
ju(Jge should be disinterested, and free from any templtation 
or bial^^whateVer, that might influence his judgment. The 
common law excludes the testimon)'' of a witness, when his 
pecuniary interests are in the least degree directly involved* 
A judge is accounted incompetent if he may previously have 
acted, or only consented ta act, as a Counsellor or Attor- 
ney in the case. There must be no temptation to injustice! 
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These essential priheiplesof truth and rigb^t, ate.recogoi* 
sed in oar hook of Discipline. The. compctenejf of witnesses 
i^ affected by nearness of relationship, and a ^'deiep interest 
in tberesuit of a trial}'^ and if of a witness/ ho^v much more 
of a judge? 

The naajority who constituted the Presbytery kt ^Ship- 
pens^ifg, and at Lewistown and I4e\wilie9 hkve adefep in- 
terest* tn the result of mytHai, tea deep e^'ien * ta render it; 
right for them to sit as judges, or safe for me to submit to 
their jvrisdiction. It is of essential consequence 16 them, 
that I; should be convicted. The teniptaiion to injustice 
in their decision with regard to me,, is too strong even for 
sanotified human nature ;td be trusted. > The Arhole weight- 
an<l variety of their interests, require that I jhould bd found 
guilty! " 

1st: They have a deep intereafe in^thc result.of my trial, a»^ 
ap eedesiesticdi cdurt. .iThey have aulhotized charges to he • 
preferred against me>'8eriousIy aSeettng my reputation as a 
Minii^er pt Christ, and wlach, if neit pvored, will subject 
thenn to censure, in a superior court. They dre i» fact my 
prosecutors, for there is no proof of the existence of a cry- 
ing fakne, and never has any been e^^hiblted or sought ! By 
attempting to discharge; thieconihiittee from' the responsibi-' 
litiesaf tlie .prosecution, thoyjiave assumed them themselves* 
But it id a [>rinciple distinuctly recognised in the book of 
discipline, that if the prosccutor.of a/Minister^^fail to prove 
the charges, he must himself, be. censured as a slanderer of 
the Gpspel Ministry, in proportion to the maligriaiicy or 
rashness, that shall appear in the prosecution. " . Book of 
Dis. Chjip. 5. Sec. 7* T<o such censure will the majority 
of JPreabytery be liable,, if I ^mnot convicted, and therefore, 
it is their intorest if possible to do so. . i * 

^|id* .They luivepersohallyadeep interest in the result of 
my trial, in respect of theircivil reputation, and peoaniary Ha- 
bilitiea. If I sl^^ld not beacon victed of heresy, then will 
they stand convicted, by that very circumstance, of haVirtg 
slandered me ia the judgment already .pronounacd, and- 
charges already prefwred by them. In the event of my 
acquittal by the competeot court, to which appeal has been 
made, every individual member voting in the majority for 
my conviction, or who has voted in the preferring of char- 
ges, and especially the members of the committee appoi^nt- 
ed at Lewistown to prepare charges, and the original ino« 
vers in the business, will be liable to a prosecution in a court - 
of justice, on a charge of defamation and slander. Damage 
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atsO) may«be i:ecovered by vatj shcmld a suit be insliUi- 
ted, the wa(y fcr which will, be perfectly clean The inter- 
ests of their ciril reputation which would suffer, should 
they be coovicted.of having slandered me, and their pecu- 
niary interests, which are endangered by their liabilityi in a 
suit fdr the recovery of damages for defamatiphv require, if 
possible, that I should be convicted, and that the whole a- 
mount of their influence, should be exerted to secure that 
residt. 

3d. As Theologians ?jkA Ministers of Chrisi, they have 
a deep interest in the result of my trial. They have for- 
mally sat in judgment on the' evidence cited in the> casey 
and solemnly, declared, that by all the awful considerations 
of the deep resj^nsibiUty upder which they lie to the gteat 
head of the ChiRh, they have felt themselves constrained to 
warn their Ministers, Elders and People, to beware of the 
dangerous errors which they say I have published in a))Ooky 
confessedly mine, which bears my name, and which they.have 
designated by my name, in their note of warning. These 
dangerous and heretical errors, they have distinctly stated 
and published to the worid ; and after having circulated them 
far and near, as their judgment, rn relation to the legitimate 
construction and understanding of the evidence, they now 
prefer the very same charges, only with one exception^ 
against me, and. tell me the evidence they will exhibit on 
trial, is the. book on which they have already expiessed' 
and published their judgment. If I should be convicted, 
they will sustain their judgment already preconceived with 
regard to the evidence, and their own reputation as accurate 
Theologians & faithful Ministers of Christ. But if I should 
not be convicted by them, since I do not retract a sentiment 
that I have written, then will they be convicted by that 
very fact, of having erred as theological reviewers, and of 
having acted an improper part, towards the Churches as 
Ministers of Christ, by making 8U(&h a solemn protestation 
about their responsibilities, and being constrained so need- 
lessly, and falsely, to sound the note of alarm to them. 

Should it appear, tvhen the people at large, or the Supe- 
rior court, come to examine the matter, that garbled extracts 
have been taken from my book — that false meanings have 
been attached to my language — that illegitimate inferences 
have been deduced from my assertions — that my arguments 
have been perverted — and my concessions to an antago- 
nist, merely to show the weakness of his cause, have been 
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interpreted, as my real ^eutiments — that sentiments hat'e 
been charged upon me^ which are not expressed or implied 
in any thing to be found in my book— *that the very charges 
made, betray the want of precision of thought and perspi- 
cuity of style, and are in fact, in some instances unintelligi- 
ble — that a philosophical theory has, beeA brought forward, 
and the stapdards interpreted by iia means, rather than by 
the hermeneutical principles of common sense, and thus a 
party exposition of the Confession has been assumed, and 
substituted for the Confession itself — that the note of alarm 
has been sounded in relation to a mode of interpreting scrip- 
tural truth, more consonant with the correct principles of 
hermeneutics, the laws which have received the sanction 
of general usage, and depend upon the very ^constitution of 
the human mind — and that the New Divinity, as it has been 
called, has been entirely misapprehended by them — who 
does not see that the confidence of an intelligent community 
must inevitably be impaired, with regard to their theologi- 
cal attainments and ministerial vigilance ? These are sup- 
positions which modesty forbids me to say are either veri- 
table or probable; but the possibility of which, is sufficient 
to prove that the majority of Presbytery have their interest 
tis Theologians and Ministers, deeply staked in the result 
of rtiy trial. 

4th. The majority of Presbytery "have a deep interest 
in the result" of my trial, as defendants in a cause wherein 
I am complainant, and which awaits agreeably to regular 
constitutional procedures, the decision of the proper court. 
I preferred against them a solemn charge to Synod — the 
court to which they are directly amenable, and which has 
prime cognizance of such matters. That charge was not 
one of ecclesiastical informality merely, but of slander and 
injustice. My complaint which exhibited this charge, was 
pronounced to be regular by the Judicial Committee, who 
were appointed by Synod expressly to inquire into this 
matter. The Synod adopted the Committee's Report. 

The moderator declared from his chair, that they had as- 
sumed the high character of a court, who were about to 
commence judicial investigations, and charged the members 
to remember that they were then sitting as judges. The 
trial was commenced. After a little it was arrested at the in- 
stance of one of tlie judges, and pronounced to be out of or- 
der, and cast out of the house* Imnoediately after, it wa^^ 
recalled, and by consent of parties, the same court resumed 
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Ihe consiilcratiou of the compiaiht^^nd conducted the pro- 
cess nearly to an issue, when it was arrested, suddenly dis- 
missed, and the very party complained of, enjoined to in- 
tstitutQ process against me the complainant, and brings the 
tsame to an issue as soon as possible, thus throwing *ne off 
the giound of plainttflf, before the- only court ccmipetent at 
the time to try -the Presbytery, and placing me, nolens vo- 
leiis, in the attitude of defendant^ before the bar of the party 
(against whose conduct I had complained. 

Of this unju'^t decision, a complaint has regularly been 
notified, and will' be made against the conduct of Synod, 
to the next General Assembly. The difiererit constitution- 
al steps, and 6ven those required by the Synod's novel con- 
struction of constitutional law, applicable in the case, have 
been taken, and the matter awaits the final decision of the 
highest tribunal. Forthwith the majority of the theri Pres- 
bytery, claiming the authority of Synod, commenced, pro- 
cess against me, and having travelled a second time over 
the very same ground, take up, and endorse all the charges 
'agslinst my book save one, as valid against myself. 

Had I been charged by crying fame, with sonve crime of 
high degree, but entirely foreign from the merits of the 
dispute between the Presbytery and myself, peculiar cau- 
tioa on their part vyould have been requisite, since the pre- 
sumption would have been a very fa^ir one, that the very 
proceedings of Presbytery might have given rise to it-^it 
being a notorious fact, that injurious accusations against a 
Minister of Christ are quickly multiplied, and magnified 
vvhen once Judicial process has been commenced against 
him. The Poet does not trespass the bounds of solemn fact^ 
when he says: 

"Mobllitate v'tffet, vii-csque acquirit cumlor 
Parva metti primo: mox sese attoUlt in auras^ 
Ingre(litiirq(i« bdlo, et caput int^r nubila condit 
Monstrum norrenduin, ingens:'^ 

<* Fame the gre^t ill from small beginnings grows 

-Swift from the first; and every moment brings 
New vigour to her flights, new pinions to her wings; 

Soon grows the pigmy to gigantic sire. 
Her feet on ettrth« her forehoul on the skies; 

A monstrous phantom hoiTible and vast !" 

Such however, are not the circumstances in my case. •! am 
ctwirged with no crime. Even Presbytery themselves, are 
not willing to name the offence of which it is alledged I am 
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giltity . NasUch cryiof^fane eidstB. Yet have they b^ome 
my accusers, and prefeired vague and indefinite ebargef. . 
Tkis has been dopeconaeqiiehtiyon the proeeeding^t^againit 
my booky of which I hare coiiiplained to Synod, and theiHke 
to, the OeBea^} Assembly, aa iqjuriona.and unjuat. They 
are tiieffeferey a party m the eaae> deeply and vitaUy.ittler** ' 
ested, and aa defendanta in a. case, wherein I was bkiginaliy . 
complainant, they never can, avcordipg to our conatitUtiQfiy . 
and upon princif^s <rf common justice, be competent to * 
try me. All. their interests as an ecelesiastieal court^^aa - 
individuals.iu civil' life, who have to sustain a moral iiQpi|« 
tation, and, incur pecuniary rei^nsibtlttiea^-^as Tiieotogiana 
and Minister&o£€hrist-^and a8.deCendabtsmacaAi9e» now 
pending, do: inevitably disqualify.tham; to^sit.ia judgipQiit 
upon me » 

The whole demeanour of those members who formed the 
majority of thePresbyteryatShippensburg, in relation tq 
me, indicales a prcgRulibedslJate €^ mind, which reDder^s^ 
them ipcompeteHt.'tositias impartial. judges in the Ctfe. 

- On this point I speakwith reluctiaQce^ biit feel conftjtri^ined 
ta make a simple detail of facts, accompanied with occAr 
ainnal explanatory ren^udcs, from which, if design can evur 
1>e inferred from, conduct, their design cannot be thought 
diffenent^ from what I haveshewn their interest dictates- 

'There is not an act, which can be referred to^ in proof of 
**brotbqrly tenderness'' towacds myself, or a desire to pro- 
test my rq>iitaiion^ preserve . my/ usefulness, or give 
me a ^aft opportunity to vindicate myself. They ado|»^ed 
a course ait first, to' which I objected, as.ineyitably tending to 
exalte Sttsjpicioiis and alarm, in. relation to me* It was 
dose ivirithout. there; ever having, been iapy private or fwt^r:^ » 
nal'dsnveraation with myaelfw Mr. J:. Williamson waS; 
aHovKed to beeome my accuser iafact, and to hold i|)<^ up, 
alU] publish me to the* worlds as. an heretic of the doepea^ 
d)^« while he never had disoharged, nor. was reqpir<?d to . 
dij^diange his duty towards me^ aa enjoined by th^ 1)^]^ of 
Chnst^s House; ^nd was.proteoted by the majority, of Fres- 
bytery, i«i oti^culftting what I deem alanders agaiaat.^nyQelfj,, 
by hia irregular and uncMistitutionaLprocesS) comnveoiced. , 
against the evidence, beforeany thing was done in fj^l^tio^. . 
to, myself;' He that has. filled the Churches with the cry of, , 
heresy, is nolwifthstaadici^,. aDowied . to sit in; jiid|p]»^tV, 
He isndiher held, refl(K)naib)e (to mabeigoM )m a^^jus^- 
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lions ; itor ec^lesiasiieidly ilMt to feosure io tb& eyenl of 
his iie$U0altoil« being disproved! 

Whon th«i Presbytery at his instamie^ afipointeda Cbm^ 
mitfee to ifiTestigafte my book) he professed a deep coneero 
fot my reputiatioa^ yet had he^er . manifissted. it to me. 
No oeinmfttee was appointed Ihen 16 converse with me^ . 
N^th^ti did -thv Presbytery, maaifest aoy desire, for it, «r 
even think of saeh a thing. When that Comnnttee report- 
edf iVit mettihers of Presbytery. then presool:, with ihf ex^ 
ception of Messrs. W. De Witt, J. McKnight^.T. Urie, 
and S. Shield', diSaroiwed any design, to ciMnihenee prOf^ 
eefts agavn^ inysetf, in whiattthfey were then doing. 

I deemed their whide prooeeding^ improper^- unednatitiN 
tional, (ind. wholly injuiioiis to my reputation, a» did the 
persons just named, and took no part in the proceeding*^ 
hafd subsequently to. that vote. That Pretbytdry eondemn- 
ed iny book, and. eirculaled their coodeBMiaiioo of myae^f, . 
by name^ in a solemn warning to the Chuunchea. After they 
had doiK^this, they ap^inted a committee, to bavf a ^^friemd* 
ly conference^' with me^ io. relation to the errooeoua doe- 
trines contained, aa they said in my hook. Had thi& been 
d6n(i first ofallj they miglrt have calied it:/Wei)</i^; but 
it is a stranee misnomer, to raise: the ery of madddg, Agaiest 
a marn, and then go itnd have a friendly talk with himi 
about it. The person appointed. chairmaB of this Comeliit* 
tee, had taken the moat. efficient, andeonflpioooiwipwtiiv 
the disclission» on the bi^ok, and iorfr^^nihg tlie record of 
the Pk^esbyterv^'s oeneivpes, another oirc^mstaiioi^ which iJlyr^ 
comports with ita professed ehiaradter.. When IhGiOonabt; 
miltee Were asked by me, what was thie.jaf^«^ otf Presby^f 
tery in appointing it> I was told /that Mdynm]feyra/aotf /it Ao; 
be, either lo-obtaina retraction joC tkeiseDtimeul%.the Prei«t. 
b^tety had said 'Were- iii my ibookitr^n other moidBf fha^rfii 
patK^tion of niy book, which they had condemned, or jf 
not ^*U} prep&rt^the VMjffioti. judicial proeesa^^ against: 
mys<ilf'^--eilhep ^ ivhjeb wecedeMgns, that iU «gref^ with, 
the i^ar df a J^ieAif/^ coi^ferdocQ. The Qommlitee: did 
not di^ehar^Jlheir duty, noreiien aUqimpted t^jdoi ^o^ bye 
wait»ng'on*iiiiQ& and:yet tlwey refwited to Presbytery ,r. thai 
they had ^^tamestbf'miiffi^to diaeiiairge the.dttty)impoaiaiia 
on'thifeM,^^ a' tntAsactionlbat I eannfit. redondile with any 

InilR^diate^ ofteti thei tre|idrti of^ thi^ .'€bnwiittte>waei 
adopted, Mr. J. McClure^ a disafiected elder of my eongre- 
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•gation^ who had rode among ita mcilnherfl^ aiul orgnhi^ed a 
piirty. opposed. to inyaelf^ by getting aigaaturp^ j^id ibi^ 

.iiivolvitig'utiaiisfiectiiig ifidividualv^ in peraooyil aolU«M>n 
wiih me, wtas inirodiiced • lo Pretty Itry, t>y Mr, Jofthua 

: WflUlMnas Uttd a paper whtoh I feh to be ttjivdQrpusy ft^d 
ill 4he (Mthomhip' of whioh he wa^. deeply c^fs^iTnetJi wa^ 

'prwentod to Presbyieriy^; add reiid before them^ t9g|9th€tf* 
with a petition to Presbytery^ that when I should te#ign 
my charge^' the Presbytery wfraldy.notwithstandiQgjthie 

'aec of. the ccxngregation previously ^ refuaing to sqeept my 
resigiMiibd^ leociseot to diamtss mi^ frpm them^ . The fii^t 
paper jvst tefeifred to, )cdti6i«iled of a coiQmuniciKiQn ad- 
«lreited to Presbytery, ftnd atgned by individuals p^i^oiiai- 
iy opposed lo:kDt> atnd coiltatnihg a formjal pietittofi|\(f»r t(i(B 

.TedresB h! grievances ciOAtplained of, in a lettpr addr^es^ 
to myselfy.a copy of whiieh .letter, was enn^losed. in :tbe 
eommiiixicatinh fbrwarded to Presbytery. This Qon^tpuni- 
eatiott wad signed by John Prooteri John Paxtoily R^ibfirt 
Irvine, Jahn MeCiure, Andrew Holmes, 6^. A. Lyw, 
P. B;':SMith, James Thomsdny and Jbhn Smithy : the first 

-sevens of whom kre the prihorptewttaesses on the pi^rt of 

• Presbytery, ^ited against mie. It contaimid; the £$lloftii^ 
langttfeige^ ^^Sineerely attaehed to ttie Chiireh. orderi gofv- 

* ernnberit^ aikd doetrioes df the Presbyterian Churohyand-Jltiil 
Jttbouriiigunderrthegrievanoes eompl^ined ofy)nthetaib0V(e 
tiontrailni^albidn^ We wourM. reiipeetfuily^ bnd #arnestly de- 
.ttire your Reverend body^, to adopt sUoh measures as lite 
'cdeukitM Ho redress these grieVano^si;''^ el^ariy intjtfitftiog, 
thai I'hadkleparted from ^<the Ghtir«h order, govedrn^eoit, 
and doctrine df the. Presbyterian CHiurch'^^-^ high atid a^- 
lemn aecussitioh, though not indeed iifonntil chtargj9< . The 
coiiimiinieation here referred to^:wits sludioUsly framed, :$o 
fts to have the appearance of reapeet. and ifihction, ^nd. thJiiJ 
imposed on'sorae, while in faet, it Was raplete with injtJnri- 

. eus iniiiinUatlons and charges^ Its whol^ spirit and qhirac- 
ter, rendered it more like the conduct of him, who h^fving 
With the'sihile of fritidship. asked, ^^Art thou in health n^y 
brother;'' smote the object of his malice^ the more 
^eittrously under the 5th rib. It c<>ntained the following 
items, 1st That once I ^^was leading them en the Way to 
Heaven,'' the words i'^a^ leading, being designed to imply 

. that then I was not, but had become a false telcher, no 
longer myself on the way, or leading others to heaven. 
Snd. That I had ^'deported from Ihoae views of divine truth, 
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in which (I myself,) had rnstnieted then, and dn my pro« 
femei adherence to which was foumled, my: paatoral /rein- 
lion ta (them/^) thus virtually^ though not technioally, 
charging me with heresy, with i8>rMation -of my scrfenm 
ot^Hiation tows, and withiabrefl«rhr:of contract, made with 
them. With every one ef' these' hvgh crimes and mtsdo* 
medDOltrs, I wa» as really ^and'tca^y 'reproached, atf if 4hey 
•had been nanved, and'fai^ more dextroosly. 3d. That -I 
W9^ wont ^Uo- upbraid bhi!f0e,Arbo consciefttioasiy diifered 
from" (me») thus cicplieitty giviqgfme to understand that I 
was a reviler. But, 4th.' I ^was ask^d to- aroid ^fcastingia 
ri^roaeh on (the) sentimenits df ^hose, who diffitired from 
me-^rtiwing painful comparisofts^-'and osing harstk and 
irrUuiing epithets respecting ^A^m^-^snd that (1 woald) at 
leastailowMe^ sincerity of heart, and parity of motive, 
whefi they object tor some 6f (my) tenets, and /disapprove 
of the' tenor of my present 'preadhtng,'^allof'>whiohr aoe 
thiWi^s about as vaguely- expvessed,^ as can well be devised, 
«iiifd<5^ so artfully done, as to have the; fuU 'effeolabf .charges 
'6f highly 'Censurable conduct, on«t)i0:part>or a iMmi^rdf 
'Chris!;. These eq^Hvocal and» ipndefined .eapvesltaons, . ki- 
voIt« insimiaiiona as to my ^having been gvUty^ of soifhe 
things 'highly impnoj^r. >They addressed me aaldioogh 
I well knew wliat they ^wefe^) while not aniildividual.ever 
had, inpi'ivate conferenoo with'me,' or.in.aav other way, 
appriited' me of the above wh«ch they intrmated/toibefaets. 

• Not a man ever ealied to converse with me oii^he: sab^ot, 

• or deliver the letter; butkteon Saturday night lit 'was £or- 

• warded to rae, hy- a (son/ of Andorew Blair. Oreat pains 
had been iuken to get 'persons to stgn the letter, whidi bad 
been thus artfully ahd equivocally prepared. Some: signed 
^f who had been rarely at Church, in seonsequehce of* in- 
At^totty> and' did -it thresh persuasion, others through 

- iriisrepresentiitiQn,' and others misapprehension. 
' This^ letter, as I conceive, mingling, honey with the gaU, 

'and evidefntly deigned by its uoderseorings, to inflict a 
deep 'wound up6n my fedUugs, and calculated to in<Tolve 

' unsUspri^tinrg individuals, in a collision with me, and in 
the authorship of which, one of my judges when on trial, 
WSis deeply concerned, after having remained for two months 
quietly in my own possession, was forwarded, unknown to 

' some of the original signers, to Presbytery, by nine men, 
who commissioned John McGiure, to be the bearer of a 
complaint and petition for redress, in relation to my inain- 
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Hated def>artare9 .from thcdoctrines &e of the Presbyterian 
Chorcb.^ Whena paper of such A grtre, and responaibie 

. oharaeter, purporting to be an affectionate remonstrance 
wiUi me? fet* high crimes andtinisdenteanours^ if .true, was 

. read in Presbytery, it assumed a . new ejiaracter, vjery. differ- 
ent Aom what it could, have had, if etdy addressed to me. 
If ^ the. things eontaioed in it were true,. they reqiured the 
judicial investigation of the Presbytery, and either Mr. 
MoGl^De, or th» eight men with him, who signed the com- 
plaint and "petiiHion, ought to have been heldrresponsibfe, 
and required to make good their aUegatidns» or the paper 
have be^n at once dismissed, as improper Psalm, XV. 3. 

, Pre#byleryhave »no right- to hear, dr entertain any com- 
plaikilst against a brother, on whichit wiould be unlawful or 
improper* to act judioiall'y. ^t is a violatioD of that charity 
wbUh **thiiiketh no:evil;'^ nor have they a right,' as a Pres- 
bytery, to investigate such mittters in antj waY' but jW/- 

/ei^Jifi^ undebthe 8olemo.sa»etion pf tKfci **oath, which for 

• eoAfirm'iition is the eod!of strife.*' : So ffar, however, from 

meting with ^^^brotherly tenderness, '^ on this obviously equi- 
table piffiaoiplie — tk ppineiple distinctly recognized in the 
Bookof Disaipli'ne* and esjneaitial to therwelfarei of Society, 
thetiiijurioiis paper w^s jreeeived, and : l^id on the tab^e. . I 

. imiised lately stated my views of its character, v^rtd required 

.'the/deeMon of the Moderator. He pi^noOneedit not to 
he,' in th0 eccliesiltstiteal, or7^Anfor/f sense of the terms, a 

. compbiikt or charges ^against mey requiring ei calling for ju- 
dicial {investigation. Mofally^ howeverr I affirm it wos an 

. f«eeQ8at.ian» Against the admissionW'this paper, especially 
wjien th^ Moderatok* had thus interpreted it, I pr6tested, 

'ilind the Presbyteryt ordered it to be for warded, to Synod, 
thus elfidprsin^ it^ and making their recdnds, a/ machinery 
foi? Ute-^^ireoJation of- the slanders it contatiied, and in di- 

. rect vioUtion of a prineipie, of common justice; recognized 
by the^preme court of the State, making themselves lia- 
ble, to a charge of unbrotherly conduct, a complaint in rela- 
tion 'to' whi<th 9 w&s regularly preferred against them by me, 
before the Synod, for this very thing. All which things, 
. it was declared in Presbytery, had a connection with the 
origi«id process, as the Synod has also declared, in the prc- 

. ambleof their resolution. 

At a subsequent meeting, thie Presbytery allowed the 
same Mr. J. M^Clure, whom they had appointed to defend 
M^m at Syno<l, to appear before Presbytery as a conimit- 
tee from a di^affnrted party, in number about tvvelve. in 
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' my congi'Qgation^ and alotig 'with his br0ther-in*lalw A. 
Blair, who has lotij^ been persotiaHy opposed to me, b 
make vague stlitements and' insiDiilitiiins^ fojurioud^r dfTeet- 
ing me, and. pray for a meeting of Presbytjery to be ap- 
pointed for the apeeific ptir^e of itivestigating the liame. 
Still nothing wasldwnd i6 rescue me (fotti the effiseiiof'iti- 
jurious meai^ore^, on the part of a few members briry'coh- 
gfegati^n, or to.conlmence a judicial investigation as to the 
allegations madeagainst me, In whitih t miip^ht lidve an* op- 
portunity to meet, and r^btit inj^rio^iB ititrinufttiOnBy atfd 
their vague and intangible a(!cusations. 

Subsequently, dut^ing myMseeeMary ab8ence,-and of which 
the Preshyterj^ had full kndvi^fedge, they reoei^etl urtd 

' granted the pifayer of the same persons, to be fotmid into 
fit new ohor*cii^ who, with a few others, had already commu- 
nicated to Presbytery, their Jesirefor mv removal, dwd 
their vugue complaints and tnsinuatibns as to heresy atid 

• honesty, Jic. The petition was prospefctiviely granted, 
•*from and aifter-tbe 1st dfry of jAnnary, 1OT3,'^ withotit 
oonsqhing the Session, Gongregfition or mysielf, eir kAtffir- 
ing whether if would not take from m^ the nieoestldrf y m^hhs 
of support for myiJimily, and from: the ebngrcgation the 
regular adAiini^tration of the word. The prftyet* of the 
petitioners, was manifestly offered willh 'the detTtgn of th- 
awing the Board of Trustees of -Ae CdhgPegatidn, whidh 

' was composed princrpally of those who had pref^fred t^eir 
vague and injurious complaint against me to Preftbyleyy, to 
alien about 82^500 worth of church property, wtiiMi W&s 
effected in violation of the charier, iirtd by meari^ of *(m- 

. certed measures bn the part of the disaffected E>ld^rS, O^i- 

. cons, and Trustees, and erroneous represientation? madein 
private tomeinbers of the congregation, but whi6fh li^vfer 
coeild hav6 been done, without the act of t^resbytet'y in 
granting the prayer of the petitioners^ pneferretH in a sih- 
gularand unpi^ecedented form, and in language of the most 
equivocal kind. 

Tortuoiis ingenuity has been displayed in the whole' his- 
tory of these measures, vvhich have been carried through 
under the claimed sanction of Presbytery. The committee 
of Presbytery, organized the disaffected partjT ^wh* hsd 
thus, as 1 think, improperly possessed themselves of pro- 
perty to which ihey had no right, sind it was done in such 
a way, and so distihelly itl violation of the Assembly** di- 
rections, as to strike a serious blow against the discipline of 
the church, and the interests W relii;ion in this place. An 
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authearity hai been claimed for Presbytery which docs not 
bdong to them, and by an act of power, members have been 
takeaout from, under the watch and care of (he Session in 
which I moderate, and that too, when some of them were 
dsservini; of censure, and one sictu^Ily undier process. The 
Presbytery allowed Mr. J. Williamspn> Mnder the influ- 
ence of excitement to speak in an injurious m^mner in re- 
lation to my chargQ, anu to the commi&Honersent from its 
Session, wiihoot calling him to order. Not a member of 
tiitt. majority of Presbytery, although after a lapse of four 
months, has ever conferred Avilh me relative to the process 
instituted against me, or the grounds on which that process 
has. been comoieoced, or dischargicd the duly enjoined on 
tbem in the Book of Discipline^ Chap. V. Sec. 14, unless 
indc>ied, a. visit from. Mn M'Gioley can be, so understood, . 
who, but tlie day before the meeting of Presbytery, called 
withithe declared. design of ascertaining vvhether 1 had any 
CONCESSIONS to make, which would enable the Presbytery 
to arrest the measures, that he .confessed had been so detri- 
iHentflil to thcjcause of religion, bu( who refused to have 
cosDmunicalions with me iu the pre^en^e pf a witness then 
in the room^ But I. will eaumerate no ippre.— If to be 
shunned^nd left oJcommitteeaand appoin^mentSy of which 
IvM^etofore I shared so largeiy-^if in.negl^cl: of solenin ?nd 
biMinden duty^.the members of Presbytery have refused to 
ctmfer with me, many of whom have b?en frequently in 
th«ipiaee^«^and.if tohave visited and n^ingled with the dis- 
a&cted, and' avoided, the mjemberg of my charge. w}>q were 
known to be attached to me, when they were in the place—' 
if to have fostered a disaffected. party,^ pnd screened its com- 
missionei^ \v&ett iiidulging in vague, equivocal and. injurious 
allegations and insinuation^ a^fiipstme — if to have met and 
grafted tbeir. prayer,, so strangely preferred, as to enable 
thein to alien the funds of my congregation — If to have treat- 
ed .^ly session and pongregation, in the person of Ihelr re* 
preventative with pojUempt — if to have struck a iserious bldw 
at^.the Discipline of the-Church, stnd afforded an '.opportu- 
nity to, those xvhq desired it, tp escape from its salutary re^ 
strairits, and actually to have protected, by such procedure^ 
an erring brother from the process comnienced afgainst 
hihi— ^andif to have manifested no re^jgard for my reputa- 
tion, and tioifprmly to have treated me, as though I had 
been already convicted, can at all furnish proof of design^ 
or of prejudice^ then is it clear that a state of feeling has' 
existed, and doe? yet exist, on the part of ^iie majority of 
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Pfesby tery, or at least the prineiplc agents in this busineals^ 
which should make me deprecate the thought of being sub* 
jeeted to such prejudiced judges, and authorise me, in the 
judgment of every ca|pdid man, in objecting to the comf^ 
potency of a court comprising such, and in refusing erer 
td submit to their jurisdiction. GEO. DUFFlBiLD. 
Carlisle, April 11, 1SS3. 

Mr. Duffield presented the following paper: "I chal- 
lettgc Mr. J. Williamson, Mr. J. Williams and Mr. Sharon 
for special cause; the first having as original author of the 
report, and in private, expressed an opinion in reference to 
the evidence; and the second having in writing virtually, 
expressed an opinion; and the whole three as being virtu^ 
ally my prosecutors, constituted such by the Presbytery, 
when they appointed them to bring- in charges. I also 
challenge John McClure, as having manifested by the 
whole tenor of his conduct of late, his personal ill willto^^ 
Wards me.^' 

Agreed to have a recess till 7 o'clock this evening. 

After recess a motion was made and seconded to appoint 
Messrs. J. Williams, J. Williamson, and Sharon, a com* 
niittee of prosecution in the case of Mr. Duffield. 

The Moderator decided that the challenge handed in liust 
by Mr. Duffield is out of order, by which the challenge 
Was overruled.* From this decision of the Moderatoir, aa. 
appeal was made to the house, and the Moderator was flusf 
tained in his decision. Of this decision Mr. DuffieM.jg^ve; 
notice of his intention to appeal to the next. General .As* 
sembly. 

True extract from the minutes. 

J. C. WATSON, Clerk. 

APPEAL. 

. To the General Assembly of the Presbyterian Church of 
the Uriited SUjites. 

I protest against and appeal from the decision of the 
Preisbytery of Carlisle, during my trial, in which they 
overruled my challenge objecting, for specific 'reasons, to 
Messrs. J« Williamson, J . Williams, J. Sharon, and John 
M'Clure sitting in judgment during my trial. 

* How contrary \o tqwty, such » procedure wm, none cniidonbt whot 
^b in Any degree acquainted witli the forms of justice in dur crhninul and* 
and other courts, especiaUy when, the facts as stated in Mr. Dufiield'a 
appeal are taken into Tiew, Vlz: that the chaltengtd indiv'iduals were the 
only speakers, and were allowed to vote oh the question of theb* on^n rights 
to sit in judgn»ent. ... 
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1st. Because I proposed to prove by testimony under 
oath, that J. Williamson had expressed an opinion in pri- 
vate, in reiition Vo itre, and J. Williams ih wtitihg, which 
proved a state of mind in relation to myself, that disquali- 
fied them for sitting in judgment on me, which thing I had 
a right to do, ind whieh bding done, their seals ought to 
have been vacated. 

. 2nd, Because I objected to Messrs. Jas. Williamson, J. 
Williahis, and J. Sharon as%eing disqualified to sit in judg- 
ment dn me, in corisequence of their hnving been appoint- 
ed a Committee to prepare cliarges against me, and there- 
fore ou^t to have been prevented from sitting in jutlgment 
in the case, agreeably to the 41st of the General Rules for 
Judicatories, which had been adopted by the Presbytery 
for the tfansactibn ot iheit business, and the more especi- 
ally, because the Presbytery refused to acknowledge that 
common fame vVas my accuser, or assign any accuser at all. 

drd. Because I would have proved, that a member of the 
Oommittee appointed to prepare charges against me) had 
acted in the case, with the approbation and counsel of cer- 
tain theological professors and doctors, and not without a 
design well understood) to bring up before the General 
Assembly, the existing Ideological controversies of the 
church, with a view to the exercise of ecclesiastical author'* 
ity for their suppression. 

4th. Because^ notwithstanding the indelicacy of the 
thing, Messrs. J. Williamson and J. Williams, two of 
those whose seAts iiVe^e Chall^ilg^d, \Ve^^ the only persons 
\^hb ^pdkt^ on the subject, ^hd li^^i^ted the challenge, l^he 
Modei-dter Allowed thfem to t)rocfeed, ^nd Pre^h^t^ry bver- 
falti Wy ithaHenge> and Ih thfe ertd Mr. J. Williamd> sH^t 
an absence of two days, obtained leav^^ wheii called upon 
to vot^5 and undertook to ^tgae at length, in a theoMgita! di^ 
^tission, the televancy of the chat*ges, instead ot ajpeakihg 
to the fact of guilty or not guilty. 

5th. Because 1 offered to pk-ove by testimony trndei* oathy 
%h^ ftct of pel-sbnal ill Will, in relation to myself, oh th6 
^arlof Mr. J. M^CIure^ who had, with others, organised 
a diaaffeCted party in my congregation^ which di^ualified 
him to sit iti jiidghient in my trial; but ^as bvferriil^d by 
Pr^sh'ytery, and ydt his own sen^e of propriety ibduced 
him^ before the trial hiid been terminated^ to request per^ 
cnis&iOA tb tacalft his s^at as a judge, Which was granted. 

GE6. DUPFIELD. 

6 



TRIAL, l$c. CONTINUED. 



Carlisle, April 11, 1833. 

Mr. Duffield presented the following paper: MI chal- 
lenge this court as being constitutionally incompetent 
to try me, on the ground of the charges exhibited, — be- 
cause they are not framed agreeably to the constitutional 
provisions of the General Assembly, and the substantial 
forms of common justice, — because they want the founda- 
tion of a prosecutor, and are so vague, incoherent and un- 
intelligible, as to render it improper, or impossible, for me 
to ansiver them.'* 

Mr. Duffield was then heard at some length in support of 
these positions. 

The Moderator decided that the last paper presented by 
Mr. Duffield, with what he said in support of its posture, 
was out of order. * Prom this decision an appeal »vas made 
to the house, and the decision of the Moderrator was Sus- 
tained, and the plea was overruled. 

Mr. Duffield then gave notice that he intended to appeal 
from this decision to the next General Assembly. 

True extract from the minutes. * 

J. C. WATSON, Clerk. 

PROTEST AND APPEIAL. 

I protest against, and appeal from the decision of the 
Presbytery, by which they overruled my objection to the 
Friesbytery, proceeding to try me^ on the ground of tliechargea 

. * This ple» of Mr. Duifield was perfectly in order. It vms the sommary* 
process of tile MUkderAtory to deekFe every thing Mr< BufBeld ^\^f owt oi 
order, and thus OTerrule his. pleas. He pronounced eve^y thing out of 
ordei^, becaute Mr. Duffield irould not, just at once, join issue witli the 
Fresb^tery on the main question^ and plead guilty or not guilty! Every one' 
^M^quMnted with the forms of justice knows, that the accused may pat in 
various preliminary pleas before the main issue, of the validity of whichr 
the coart always decides If the Moderator had said his plea was liot valid, 
and overruled it, he would liave had some show of respeet for the forms or 
justice, but to declare it out of order, can onl^ be set down to the Account 
of his not beine acquainted with the substantial forms of justice. 

This plea of Mr. Duffield. was a motion to quash the indictment,, be* 
caus^ of its informality, and wanting all the essential characteristics of an 
indictment. In making such a motion, Mr. Duffield shewed great respect 
for the Presbytery. It would have afforded them an opportunity to gf^ 
back and' correct their erreris, had they sustained it, and prepare a libel 
which would have been more intelligible, consistent and worthy of the 
Presbytery, than the one on which tbey proceeded to trial. 
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exhibited against mc, which I declared to be informally 
proposed, beyond the sphere of Presbytery 's constitutional 
cognisance, wanting the foundation of a prosecutor, &c. 
and I hereby give notice of my intention, to appeal to the 
next General Assembly, at their Sessions in May next, for 
reasons which I have hereunto annexed: 

I. Because the. Presbytery, in the circumstances of the 
case, have no constitutional authority to try me. Whatever 
right of jqrisdiction, they undertake to exercise over nie, 
must be derived through the constitutional compact. We 
are ecclesiastically related, as members of a Presbytery, up- 
on principles known, and admitted by all, and explicitly 
set forth in the Confession of Faith, the Form of Govern- 
ment, and the Book of Discipline approved of, and adopted 
by us all. 

The authority proposed to be exercised over me, must be 
such as the Constitution gives to Presbytery. I have never 
consented to any other, nor can my ordination vow, and 
my promise of subjection to my brethren be interpreted, 
as binding me to a blind submission, to any or every autho- 
rity, the Presbytery see fit to exercise. To the law, and 
to the Testimony. Within its limits, is their authority 
circumscribed. All else is usurpations: 

The form of Government, vests the general right of judg- 
ing Ministers, in the Presbytery. The exercise of that 
right, is carefully regulated as to time, occasion, and man- 
ner, in the Book of Discipline. It prescribes with great 
care and precision, the mode of procedure, to be pursued ia 
all cases, where this authority is to be exercised. An at- 
tempt to exercise such authority, irrespective, or in viola- 
tion of constitutional law and order, inay be made in igno- 
rance, ambition, envy, jealousy, rage, revenge, and the 
spirit of persecution or misguided zeal; but it is perfectly 
null and void, and the accused is under no obligations, 
either coram Deo, or coram ecclesia, to respect it, by vir- 
tue of the ecclesiastical compact,, or of his ordi-nation vow.' 

The whole judicial authority of Presbytery, as well as 
of other co-ordinate courts of the Presbyterian Church, is 
based on the assumption of offences existing, the removal 
or controul of which cannot be effected without discipline. 
(See Book of Dis. Chap. 1, Sec. 2.) The exercise of that 
judicial authority, or the actual jurisdiction of the court, is 
chrefully limited^ by an explicit definition of what those 
things are, which fall under its cognizance. They are of- 
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great precision drrnirs, (Chap^ I, Sec* 3,j In all do.vil;»tr 
fill cases of conduct, where the featqye^ of wh?^ th^ ?opk 
of Discipline deiines to bo an oifen^C^ ^X^. np.t di?.tii?.ftly to, 
be scon, the exercise (^f jvkH^IjjiI a,uithprit)f^ i? SQ^eTO^ly pro- 
hibited. ^''Nothing thcrefpjej^ pught; tq h? cQa9i4^re4 by 
any Judicatory, as an offepce, px a,cln^it,t^ as rp^^tter of ac- 
cusatioi^ which cannot be prQYcd to he, 9«c{l from^criptur^ 
or from the regulations, ap4 P,r9.cti.ce of th^ Chw<rh> lound* 
ed on Scripture, and vvl\ich dpqf iipt, ipyol^ei tt^Qse, e?its^ 
which di^cipliue is intended to pjevrei^t," (Ch9^« I,, Sec^* 4.), 
It 15 moreover enjoined, th^.t ^ qo,gjt p;i;oce^q wUb g^e^ 
caution, and consider well $^^d tryly, *>A^11 th^ cire^zaalia^-. 
ccs> which may giye a diffi^rant. chir^cto^- to Qon<^i;^<^t, ^d 
render it more or less offensive." (Chap. 1st, Sec. 5tJ\>). 

The offences^ which fall i^rxder th^. judicial eP£«uzaQ,Q0 of 
Presbytery, are ^Isyss^d \i^ th^, Bpok of Di^i^plline,. iat,gt 
nrivate and public, With reg?ii;d tp. each, P.lafl?, diffi^,^nX. 
apd pecu(iar nr^odes of prpce^^du^e aye prescribed. To tbe^ 
fbrmer class, my conduct which Presbytei^y proposed ta 
investjeatej^ has not been referred. It haa beepr assumed,, 
that it oelonga^ to the: latter.. Now as to \yhat i^ a public, 
offence, the Book of Dispipline, spe.aVs with great c.^re and 
precision. It is onej ^'whiph is attended with such cir* 
cun\slancj6S, as to require the Qogniaance of a Ch^Tch Judi-. 
catory," (Qhap. Ill, Sec. I.) That there may be i?,o misr. 
take h^rej^ and that the coy^rt may Jtnow, wheq they ar^ 
required tp cammenca judicial process, at which ti,me oBly 
they can constitutionairy exercise the right pf doing so, the. 
Book of Discipli^ne states distinctly, v^h^^t. they arc^. The. 
ofience must be,! '^either so notorious and 9ca^p.dalou3A asi 
th^^t ijiq private stj^ps would, obvia^ Itfi injurious effects; or 
whea thpu|(h ori|jinally knpwn to one, or a fevy, the private 
steps have been ineffectual a.od there is,, phvipusly, aq. way 
6f removing the offepce,^ but by a Ju(JticA?l process/^ (Chap. 
3, Sec. 2,)' 

jleither of thesie Qpndjtipn^. are. oth^^.^v^hle. ia. wy case. 
For, I a^i npt even charg<?d by PvesbytQKy, with, aa 
pfftnce. The pr^a,mble p( the Repprt pf thecbmniitt^ whiohj 
Was no part qfthe Hbel^aocusesjnp^p \yith ^'5fiai.nfc3ining,,indjU4ir, 
triqusly prqpagaUj;>|s» both froH^ th/e pi^lpit, a^nd; frpjm the prea3,i 
the folipvyir^g. qqctrip«Sj or oipinians, either abaurd in tii^mn 
selves, or directly at vairiance, with some of thp most im- 
portant^and vital tru^hsJ^^^d doc1erin,e3, teiigbtiq the staadards 
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of thePi^shyicrwPiCburc.h, and vvordi^Qod/' I am charged 
witt^ main taiiPipg,^ and propagatipg fomedoctri^efliy W'hioJb it is 
^d^iitt^d by the Presbytery, are |>qt c^mtrary ^ thO; st^ri^d-r 
ardS| iMit; are absurd in thena^elYe^. Itii&^isno cffenc^! 
I am also charged with maintaining, ^pd piY^pagating Q\hf^ 
dqctrinea a^d Qp^r^iqns, dirix^tly at variaj)0|^ i^itU 9Qine. of 
the most important, and vital doctrines, and tit^lth^^ taught; 
in t^e atandaipda of^ifi^ Presbyterian (^^rch, ajq4 Yf^^ of 
Qp4. Yftt haye Q(;>t the artiele% in t^e^ standards, WK th/^ 
pas^^ges of th€f woifd (^ God,, beei^ qiw^ed^ nqr lhe$e opin-r. 
ia(vs> whatever they i^ay b^, be^. eallad her^ayj tw doiea 
it appear that ttie Preaj^yt^y theo^a^lye^ MBderstand ^eir 
c-haiact^r, fqr fron;i their own lang^a^g^ th^y. appear to be, 
in (ipvbt aa, will he miOre fuUy shewn iQ another p^laee^ 
whether they ar^,ab:^urd ia ^hemselyes, or .coatrM*y to the 
standards;, a cirqi>9iatance direct^ it^ p^QOff^ (ha^t 9^y coiidtiiol 
to which Preshy tefy wi^l ROi;t. give a na^.ii,. ia noi an oSoace> 
r^quirii^g thei^ judicial iOtVestigatioAn 

The ohargea pr^ferr^ aiga^nst Pi$, hav^ h^fMi frfoaed 
in ^bno4Aa yiolatiop, of the. specific direciiipna of the Gene- 
ral Aa$ejmbly> given to ipff^rior a^iid 4^hQ]:di^t9 courtai. on 
this yeify subject The Ase^mbly have said» ^Hhat a man 
cannot fairly ha convicted of hereay, by ifif^s^eace or tmplv^ 
cation; that is, we must not charge ai> accjuaed person^ with- 
holding thoa» consequenceai whi<^h n^%y t^gUir»MUly flow 
fronvhis a^sertipna.^' [Minutes,. ISJ^., pag^. 3:90>.} If such 
thinga are not ailowabl^e even as proiof^how nptuohmore un- 
la Juioi is it, to eoabody them in the form of charges? To 
this decision of Ass^t^blty, th^ Preshyt^ry arf* av^ttahle. 
Ita 4^<^ia!i9'9, they are bqur>d lp»y (heir ^di^atioa vow, to 
respect aad obey. If they are unwilling to do so> or thinJt 
thQ Assembly err, they should seaode from that hody, and 
99 1 atten^pt to exercise ac^ aMthtp.ri.ty* denie4 to tham by the 
highest compete:nt tribi^nal. 

jgvery attpmpkt to ^xercis^ }urisd|i,<?tiooi9 n\ vi^tion of 
Qonati.tutio^al )aw, i^terpr^t^. by the high^t competent 
authority, r& usurpatti^Sy aad ^^bellipus,, aAd' ao. m^nxher of 
Presbytery or a^cwsed indiyidMal, is ii^n^ei^ jyp^ obligatioBA,. 
eUher to, God or ^la|^, to submit to SMjoh tyra^jity. 

The; errojpi^au^ opinioilis attribute^ to Mae by Presbylery^ 
ajfo of thift c^i^aracJljeir. The charges are tipj; ait *^defu>i'te as. 
pqasiblfi,'^ The <*arti<>}!Bj pj? airticiea of foith," swppoaed to 
ho *>ip^^B^gped^," have not b^e^ape^iigadlj Mr haiVe my woffdi» 
SMpposed t^ be h^^t^c^al ^e«^ q^Pt^d^ three circumataQcefv 
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which render the charges preferred agslmsi me, directl}^, 
and obviously at variance with the Assenably's directions. 
They lack every essential feature, which the Assembly re- 
quires in all '^charges for heresy. '* The Presbytery may 
take either alternative, and their charges will be found to 
be of such a character, as to place me without the sphere of 
their jurisdiction. 

Either they intended to charge me with heresy, or they 
did not If they did, they have constructed their charges 
in violation of the Assembly's specific instructions, and of 
every principle of common justice applicable to the case, 
arid to such insubordination 1 do object. When a man is 
charged, justice requires his accuser to be specific, and 
either to name thie offence, or to specify that of which ho 
has been guilty. If they did not intend to charge me with 
heresy, then have they no right to do, what they have done. 
I deny the authority of Presbytery, to institute a judicial 
investigation against me, or any one else, in relation to any 
a1 lodged erroneous opinions which are not heretical. 

But, Admitting that I have been charged with the 
offence of heresy, and that my alledged heresy was notori- 
ous, ahd scatndalous, yet istill there is lacking what is es*' 
sential, to give the Presbytery the right of instituting judi- 
cial process against me. 

The exercise of ecclesiastical authority, by means of a ju- 
dicial process in the case of a public offence, can only be- 
come lawful, according to the Book of Discipline, when it is 
required, i. e. becomes necessary. Nothing is esteemed a 
public offence, which is not attended with such circumstan- 
ces, as to require the cognizance of the church judicatory. 
BookofDis. Chap. 3. Seel. Such circumstances occur, 
only in either of the two following contingencies. The of- 
fence must be either 1st. so notorious, or scandalous, as' 
that no private steps would obviate its injurious effects. Or 
2nd. Though originally known to oile, or a few, the /?n- 
vaie steps have been ineffectual, and there is obviously no 
way of removing the offence^ &«/ by means of a judicial 
pirocess. Book of Dis". Chiap. 3d. Sec. 3nd. 

If I am charged with an offence, it must be heresy. The 
Presbytery's proceedings are based on the assumption, that 
whatever the offence may be, with which they charge me, 
it is public If my implied dffence is not "public," the 
authority which the Presbytery* have exercised, is Wbt giv6rt 
to them by the constitution, and to* it, I am under no obli- 
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gation to submit. I deny that Ibave been gqilty of a <^pu.b- 
lic offeace." The Presbytery have neithei* sought, aor ob* 
tatned, nor can possess, the evidence which the Book of 
Discipline requires, before my offenpe, even admitting that 
there has been an oflence, can be considered or pronounced 
a * 'public offence." For, 1st. They canaot, with a good 
conscience, say that my offence is ^'so. notorious and /Scan- 
dalous, as that no private steps would pbviate its injurious 
effects." No name is put on my ialiedged offence, and 
whether I have violated ,the law of God, or the Jaw of man, 
qi the will of Presbytery, is not said. There are cases, 
in which I ;night do either, or l^oth of the latter^ and there 
be no offence which would ^iv.e Presbytery a right to no- 
tice my conduct. 2nd. No injujious effects, fronri my al- 
ledged offence, have ever been meptipned, nor has Presby-» 
tery at any time hajd proof of there being suchw Vague 
statements, and the declarations of R(Ir. Williams and Mr* 
Williamson, about the injurious effects pf my eonduct, and 
disturbing the peace of the Church, &c. are no proqf, I 

* might, and others too, are ready to assert the same of theirs. 

3d. No private steps have ever be^n attempted, to obviate 
the assumed injurious effects of my implied offence. Had 
the members of Presbytery, as they ure solemnly bound 
in duty to God, and in the spiritof the religion they preach, 
visited me, and conversed with me in private, how do they 
know, but that eithiEr their misapprehensions might have 
been rectified, or 1 recovered from luy alledged errors? 
How does the Presbytery know, that a fraternal conferenccy 
and admonitions, or other private steps, would not have 
exerted a propitious influence on my mind, and issued in a 
(^hange of those alledged erroneous sentiments, into which 
4jiey now propose to commence a judicial investigation, 

! even on the supposition of there having. been actual heresy. 

To have cured my mind, and rescued rne fro^i my alledged 
errprs. and secured iny confessions and reformation, would 
have done more to obviate injurious effeiits, than a judicial 
process possibly can do. For the Preaby tef)'^ to deny the 
possibility, or probability pf such.a thing, while they never 
made the experiment, lato do m^ a^s an . individual, gross 
injustice, and to violate the law of charity, which as Min^. 
isters of peace they are bound to obey. I do not say that 
they will thus reproach me by p^ejudgitig. ; 

But the history of the Presbytery's entire proceedings 
in relation to me,; proves, that at no period, have any pri- 
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viitelJteps bfe^ti lakcn> to obvJftW the*s^ume(1 !ttjfti*oustf- 
fe6ts of lAy altedf^d efrd^. Fot* ?f-csT5ylery, wheft Mr. J. 
Williamsdn^ ia April Ifist, called the Attention of Prteisby- 
tery to frty boak^ ^id not dai^ lo ^ay beforti thfein, that it 
contained erihdrt, tt^ough h^ had done sb ^riVattely; Thi» 
he did, Without haVilfig convi^rsed tVith itit as h christian 
brother^ relative to 6fie sdlit^ry i^ntiment coiilainetl in it. 
His intentiton to d^\vliftt he did, had be^ch previously marfe 
known to Mn Dfe Witt. The course which Presb'ytfeVy 
took^ W th^d Ittfetaiieb of Mr. J. WilHamsoh, Waii feXactly 
that whith waa confi<dt6fttly ^xpected> and a!5sert6d In Car- 
lisle bifore thtt tti^fetin^ bf ?rfe*bytery^ Would be bken. 

The Presbytfe^y appointed a Committfce, of wMch 
Mr. Wiiliattis^, waS fnfede chairman: bot that \vad ht>t 
d^rteas apnw^c ^/«/)> td Obviate the i^ijuriouseflfex^tfeof iiiy 
alledged ei^rofs, either ad they afifected hiyself, or rtiy con- 
gregation, or thfe church at lAfge, for no one would affirm 
in Prcsbytefy) the oxisteo^ce Of any injuHous efifects pro- 
duced by them. BOt tho coitimittee, to ube the language 
of Prfesby tery, w^r6 appointed tb " rfeview" the book, or 
to use the Hmguajg^ of thfe ftOthhiittefe, ** to inquire If any 
dad if any, ^h&i erronfeoiii doctritteis, which require the 
attention of Pt^sbytety, woic contained ih (my) book.** 
The Presbytery theti) were in titter igoorahce of the exist- 
ence, of Any gtokxnd iehalcver on which process cotkldh^ 
instituted, and th^^efore, had nO constitot^ohal right under 
such c]r(tumstance6^ to do one solitary thitig, or tkke one 
solitary step, which woold be injOrlOus to my uisi^fulness, 
or my reputation, my feelings or niy peace. Of this pt*o- 
cedure, at the time, I complained, a^ being calcttlkted to 
produce injurious efibcts, both in relation to my!se!f, dnd to 
the church at large> which the book, unn^olested, VsrOOlt) 
never have done; so far, therefore, from this be!hg k (jtU 
vate step to obviate injurious effects, it Wa^ the piibli(^ step, 
which actually produced all the ihjurious eftbcts, ^vhich 
may have sin^e existed. 

This was the first step of Presbytery, and as it wds 
fraught with mtschief to iftftj iirtd gave a publicity to ihy 
book Whi^h it woaM never Otherwise have hid, the ft^t- 
bytfety ^Dst the fitteil^and the only opportunity they e¥fet 
oeiild hate^> ^ drying by Some private Steps, to obvlat^ 
any assumed injoHbus ^ects i^esUltiiig fH)ni my implied 
offence. Had private sti^ps aftei'warth betih taki^n, the 
Pesbytery could HOt how claim the fight of comth^ncbg 
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jadicial process against me^ according as the exercise of 
that right is prescribed and limited in the constitution, — 
because their neglect and violation of the constitutional pro- 
visions at the proper iimej and the great injustice done to 
me, as well as the efficiency/ which they themselves ex- 
erted in producing injurious effects, have placed them in 
the attitude of defendants before the appropriate court, 
where they await the award, which justice will render for 
such proceedings. 

But no private steps have been taken by Presbytery to 
obviate the assumed injurious effects of my implied offence, 
subsequently to this grand mistake, and first overt act of in- 
justice towards me on their part, against which my com- 
plaint now lies before the Supreme Court. But two things 
have occurred, which can be thought such. 1st. The re- 
cess of an hour during the session held at Shippensburg, 
and 2nd. The appointment of a Committee to wait on me. 
Neither, however, were designed by Presbytery, as a pri- 
vate step, to obviate assumed injurious effects, nor were 
they in fact For that recess took place first at my 
instance, it was limited to an hour by the watch, and 
it was consented to by Mr. Williams, because, as he said, 
he would he pleased to hear the Committee and myself 
converse together, and yet withdrew, and stood outside of 
the door during a considerable part of it I was catechist, 
and labored, without effect, to induce the committee to de- 
fine life, or to explain the meaning of their own language 
on the subject I had expressed a wish that members of 
the Presbytery would converse fraternally with me on the 
subject of my alledged errors, or existing theological differ- 
ences in the Presbyterian Church. They would not enter 
into such conversation. There was no interlocutory meet- 
ing held. A mere recess, was no private step on their 
part Nor did the Presbytery regard it as such. And as 
to the Committee appointed to wait on me, that Committee 
never did their duty. To their doing so I never objected. 
When I enquired of Mr. Williams the design of Presbyte- 
ry, in appointing that Committee, I was furnished, with a 
reply, which professed to be no more, than the Coriimittee's 
understanding of the object of their appointment That 
design, the Committee declared to be, to prepare the way 
for a judicial process against me, and that not as being re- 
quired, when only the Presbytery might lawfully exercise 
the right to do so, but simply as the Committee say, *'if 
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they should thlak it expedient/' I deny thfit 5ueh was the 
design of Presbytery. Their own acts contradict it, for 
they declared it inexpedient, and whatever might ha\ e been 
their design, even admitting, that the appointment of that 
Committee was a private step to obviate injurious effects, 
the circumstance, that that Committee did not discharge their 
duty, renders It impossible for the Presbytery to avail 
themselves of any advantage from it. That Committee says, 
that they '^earnestly soQghtopporhtnily^^ to discharge their 
duty. They had opportunity. They were in the same 
room with me after an adjourned meeting of Presbytery, 
but the Chairtoan left the room, and stood by the door, 
while the other member of the Committee took me to one 
side. I gave the latter distinctly to understand, that 1 did 
not refuse to see the Committee. I stated it to him in explicit 
terms, and in the presence of a witness. I merely wished 
to know what was the design of Presbytery in appointing 
them. Had I been told, that it was to obviate the injuri- 
ous effects of an offence alledged against me, I should have 
understood the transaction. But the Presbjtery never ex- 
pressed any deiwcn, whatever may have been the design of 
individuals. The Committee was appointed^ when a con- 
siderable portion of the members had leift Presbytery, and 
at thf very close of the session. The design which the. 
Committee attribute in part to Presbytery, had relation ta 
my book, to secure from me such an expositi9n of certain, 
doctrines in it, as would satisfy them, that (iq proceedings 
a«amst the author were necessary^— i. e. not to estimate . 
the. character of any public offence alledged against mef but 
to coerce me to retract what I bad written, or catechise me 
for the exercise of my liberty. Their right; to cateehise me, , 
or solicit exposition, or retraction of any thing I had publish- 
ed> when not a man of them would say, that I had beea 
guilty of an offence, and no proof existed that crying fame. 
s(iid so either^ I utterly deny, and protest against its.exeir- 
cise. They had no more right, under the circumstances of. 
the caseywhpi I was not charged with an offenot^hy any 
individitalf or by commonfanie^ to appoint a Committee to 
have a friepdly interview with me, and get my exposition 
of the Book]^ than they, had to appoint a Committee to wait 
on Mr. WiDlams, and get his exposition of it. The consti- 
tution eoiifers iio such inquisitiprial authority, directly or 
implied, on Presbytery, and to its exercise I am under no 
omigation to submit. Sut this I did not refuse. The Com- 
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tnittee did not discharge tlie.duty assigned them, as fhej 
have themselves confessed in their report. 

Other than these two measures, the Presbytery never 
attempted, nor have they ever suggested any thing else, 
which might be called a private step^ designed to obviate 
the injurious efiects of my alledged offence. These pos- 
seiis not that character, so that the Presbytery can never 
aay in truth, and with a good conscience, that no private 
steps would have obviated the injurious effects of my alled- 
^d offence. While I was not accused of an offence, they 
had no right to take private'steps at all. Since I have been, 
iiono have ever been tried. 

The Presbytery eanhot lawfqHy reason a priore on 
the subject, and infer that no private st^ps, would obviate 
the assumed injurious effects of my implied offeiice. This 
would be to judge me with most unbrotheidy suspicions. 
Not having therefore, taken any private steps, they cannot 
now say, that they would have been ineffectual, and there 
was obviously, no way of removing the offence^ but by a 
judicial process^ which is the other contingency necessary 
t)efore they can lawfully comnvence a judicial process. 
Wherefore it follows, that if (1st) there is no offence namqd 
against me, if (2nd.) the directions of the Assembly have 
been disregarded, in the structure of the charges, admitting 
the offence has been named, there is no proof of its being 
notorious and scandalous, much less, so notorious and 
scandaious, that no private steps would obviate its injurious 
effects, — that there is no proof of their being any injurious 
effects existing, — no private means have been attempted, 
and therefore cannot be said to be ineffectual — consequent- 
ly Presbytery cannot in truth say there is no way of remo- 
ving &c — they cannot exercise Jurisdiction. 

11. Because the charges exhibited against me, wont the 
foundation of a prosecutor. In all criminal actions the pre- 
sence of a prosecutor, with whom the accused may be con- 
fronted, is indispensable. « The court is to judge between 
them. No accuser appears again?ft me. Foi^ (1st.) I de- 
ny the existence of a crying fame. (2nd.) 'Presbytery 
never sought after, or exhibited any proof of its existence. 
(They were urged to both, but they refused both:) (3d.) 
The records of Presbytery themselves, both as they are at 
present, and naore especially as they were before they were 
altered, prove that common fame is not my prosecutor. 
The original process against the Book, was not on the 
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ground q{ common fame. Mr* J. Williamson was in re* 
ality accuser. Yet had he not any thing to say e?en against 
the Book. He informed Presbytery , there was iineasiness 
existing, but did not prove a crying fame^ and was not re- 
quired to do so. 

The very course that he and the Presbytery took, proves 
that there was no crying fame* For the commit,tee raised 
at the instance of J. Williamson, were not appointed, to in- 
vestigate the Book, to see if crying fame falsely accused it 
or not, but to inquire whether it contained any errors. If 
there had been a crying fame, such as the Book of Disci- 
pline defines, there would have been, de^niit charges against 
the Book. No accusations were made, or even reported to 
have been made. Nor had Presbytery any knowledge of 
such accusations having .^2;er been made. If there wer^ 
any charges ^t all, they were vague and indefinite, without 
any specifications, and lacking every feature of the crying 
fame^ which the Book of Discipline will admit to be accur 
ser. Whatever crying fame, subsequent to that period, 
may now be said to have existed, it was the child of Pres- 
bytery, illegitimately begotten of them by Mr. J. William- 
son, and did not appear before them as the accuser of the 
Book, having then no existence, nor could as their own 
records show, . The Presbytery indeed, received a paper 
signed by J. McClure, and other disaffected persons of my 
congregation, containing matters which I considered charges 
cither then preferred against me, or intimations of charges, 
which the Presbytery were bound to require J. William- 
son &c, to prefer against me, and hold them responsible 
to make it good, if they entertained it for a momenta 
The Moderator decided, that he did not consider any 
charge, understanding the word in its legal technical sense^ 
had been exhibited against me. The Presbytery ordered 
the paper which slandered me in the most insidious manner, 
to be forwarded to Synod, thus taking up a reproach against 
me^ and contributing to its circulation. The Presbytery 
also decided, that it was inexpedient to commence process 
against me, so that Mr. M'Clure appears not as my prose- 
cutor, whatever he may have done to raise a crying fame in 
relation to me, or make the Presbytery ponder the injuri- 
ous insinuations or reproaches, contained in the letter pre- 
sented to Presbytery, in the authorship of which, he was 
deeply concerned. 

After the decision of Synod, of which regular complaint 
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has been made to the General Assembly , the Presbytery 
appointed Messrs. Sharon, Williams and J. Williamson a 
committee, *Ho prepare charges to be preferred against 
(me.") This was done, exclusively on the ground of the 
Synod's injunction; yet is not the Synod recognised as my 
prosecutor. That committee reported the charges which 
have been preferred against me. In the report of the com* 
mittee^ there was no allusion whatever to crying fame* 
During the discussion on that report^ and after the Presby- 
tery had adopted one or more of the charges^ the discussion 
was suspended, on a motion to amend the Minutes of a meet-* 
iiig held a month previously, and the Presbytery actually 
amended the original resolution, appointing a committee to 
prepare charges, by introducing the first clause of the pre* 
amble, making the records of the meeting at Lewistown, to 
state what is not the fact, viz: That in view of Presbytery; 
common fame, at that time, was my accuser, and one ground 
of the prosecution then and there commenced, when the 
Presbytery acted exclusively on the injunction of Synod, 
as the Minutes declared. For proof of this, I refer to the 
protest of J. H. Agnew. For proof of the fact, that no 
evidence of the existence of crying fame was ever submit- 
ted to Presbytery, — I refer to the Minutes themselves, 
which contain no recoid of such fact, and the protest of J. 
R. M'Knight, W. R. De Witt and others. 

The report of the committee, as it is now spread on the 
Minutes of Presbytery, contains the words **on the ground 
of common fame,'' as though the committee, appointed to 
prepare charges against me, had been appointed to investi- 
gate also a crying fame, which was not the fact — which is 
actually disproved by the resolution appointing that com* 
mittee, as that resolution was amended a month afterwards: 
for: in that resolution so amended, Presbytery represent 
that in their view common fame, then, at the meeting of 
Synod, was my accuser. 

The committee, according to the Presbytery's own shew- 
ing, were not appointed to investigate the fact, or proofs of 
a crying fame. Neither were they appointed to inquire 
what common fame said, assuming its existence. For what 
common fame says, is identical with its existence accord- 
ing to the Book of Discipline. A vague cry of heresy is no 
crying fame. The accusation must be specific. This or 
the other doctrine denied; or this or the other sentiment 
taught. 
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Tke commii/ee iAemselves did not coniult crying fame. 
For their charges are taken from the Presbytery't review, 
in the very words of the eommittee appointed ^^to examine 
the Book.'^ Neither did they eayy that they themselves 
bad tny consultation with crying fame. The words ^* on 
the ground of common fame'^ in the report of that commit- 
tee» aa it is now spread on the records? were not introduced 
into it| till al: a meeting of Presbytery held 19 or -^0 days 
afterwards^ and that on a motion or at the suggestion of Mr. 
h WiliiiuoosdP} to amend the Minutes, thus making the re* 
cord as it- qow exists, contradict the protest wliioh had been 
regqlady entered^ and declare what was not the fact. I 
will not <raU such transactions by their appropriate naines^ 
but if the faetof amending the committee's report, 19 or 
80 days subsequently to its adoptiofl, by inserting the words 
'^on the gr<)und of common fame^' is denied, I am prepared 
to prove it The clerk has indeed told me, in the informal 
citation accompanying the charges which he has forwarded, 
that ^ ^common fame is my accuser. " The words, are mark* 
ed as a quotation, but whence he has quoted them I know 
not The Presbytery expressly contradict him, for in the 
reisolution preferring charges against me, they refer me to 
tl>e report qf the committee appointed at Lewistown, a^ the 
accuser. For they say, * 'Resolved, That Presbytery now 
do institute a judicial process against the Rev. Geo. Duf* 
Ae)d, on the ground of the specifications, contained in the 
report of the committee appointed at Lewistown, for that 
purpose*^' I confess that I am unable to understand this^ 
The purpose for which the .committee were appointed, was 
DOt to act as the committee of prosecution, and as my accu- 
sers, to institute charges against me, yet the Presbytery 
have screened this committee^ and holds them not responsi- 
ble to make good their charges, and ^the clerk tells me, 
</c(N3Amon fame is my accuser!!'' I ask where is my accu- 
ser? Is it the committee? Presbytery will not acknowledge 
it The clei*k denies it Is it common f^me? I have pro- 
ved it is not. Lot my accuser appear that I may face him, 
and know him. Till this is done, the process wants one 
essential feature^ and I protest against the right of Presby- 
tery to try me on the charges exhibited, in as much, as from 
every view of the subject, they want the foundation of a 
prosecutor, 

III< Because the initial, and all the subsequent steps of 
the process against me, were the transactions of a small por- 
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lion af the members K)f Presbytery, who met together^ uit* 
known to the members generaUy. The meeting h«ld at 
Lewistown, where the committee was appointed to prepare 
the charges, was an adjourned meeting of Presbytery, got 
up at the instanee of an individual, and a very small number 
of the members who had met at Shippensburg, for the oN 
dination of Henry R. Wilson, jr. and a short time pretri* 
ously, and was not known to ihe members generally^ nor 
anticipated by any at the time of the regular adjournment^ 
of the stated meeting at Mitlerstown. It was understood^ 
when that meeting adjourned to Shippensburg for his Ordi- 
nation, that the committee appointed to officiate on the oc«- 
casion, and others who might fmd it convenient, would Hi* 
tend, but that no other buisiness would be introduced) and. 
the attcnds^nce of the members generally, would not be ne« 
cessary. Not a vrord was said about an adjourned meeting 
at Lew.ist^rwn, during the session at Millerstown. No no^ 
tioe was circulated with regard to the adjournment. I 
knev^ it not, till after one or two meetings had been held in 
Lewistown, during the session of Synod, and yet the disaf- 
fected members of my charge, had been apprised of it^ and 
had. appointed persons to attend the meetings 

IV. Because the libel found, if indeed it canbeealbd 
such, is vague, uncertain, incoherent^ uninteHigible, anil 
contains charges which neither Presbytery have authority . 
to investigate, nor ought I on any principle to concede, 
and which by construction, seriously implksite my moral 
character. 

They are not, either in form or substance, construct*' 
edas u libel ought to be, in order to ecclesiastical proeess. 
In criminal courts, the bill of indictment must be carefully 
draw-n up, and so important does the common law esteem h, 
to guard against any possibility of injustice^ by reason of 
any vagueness in the acousationSf that the accused is alloW'* 
ed the full benefit of an error in the indictment. In the 
construction of a libel, the crime charged should be distinct^ 
ly named. Then the different counts or specifications, i. e. 
the alledged facts, in which the crime consisted mnai be 
accurately stated^-^detailing time, place^ and circumstan^ 
ces, when, where,, and by whom they were perpetrated. 

With the finding of a libel, commences judicial process. 
No charges are sufficient, to authorise an ecclesiastical court 
to find a libel, unless tliey predicate an offence or crime of 
an individual. < 'Nothing*' says our Book of Discipline, 
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**ooght to be cortsidefed by anr judicatory as an offence, or 
admitttd as a matter of acctisationy which cannot be 
proved to be such from scripture, or from the regulations 
and practice of the Church, founded on scripture/^ Book 
of Dis. Chap. I, Sec. III. The form of process in the ju- 
dicatures of the Church of Scotland, with relation to scandal, 
and censures, adopted April 18, 1707, and from which our 
own was originally taken, says, "Nothing ought to be ad- 
mitted by any church judicatory, as the ground of a process 
for censure, but what hath been declared censurable by the 
word of God." Pardov. Coll. Page 244. As early asF 
1770, the Synod of New York and Philadelphia, ordered, 
<*that all their judicatures, shall for the future be particu- 
larly careful, not to receive^ or judge of any charges, but 
such as be reasonably reduced to a speciality^ in the com- 
plaint laid before them.** Assem. Dig. Page 320. 

This has been wholly neglected in my case. The reso- 
lution of Presbytery passed at Newville, Nov. 29th, with 
which judicial process against me commenced, refers to the 
rtport of a Committee, "as containing relevant grounds of 
the charge." This resolution was the finding of the libel, 
or the actual preferring of charges, yet no offence is named! 
The report of the Committee refered to, consists of three 
parts, viz: A preamble and charges, and a note to one of 
the charges. 

In the preamble I am not charged with an offence, not 
even with having denied, or rejected, or opposed a single 
clause of the confession of faith, or a single text of scrip- 
ture. The utmost named by them, as ground of censure is, 
that certain "doctrines or opinions," which I am accused 
of maintaining and propagating, both from the pulpit and 
the pres5, are at variance, with some of the most important 
and vital doctrines, and truths, taught in the standards of 
the Presbyterian Church, and word of God. This is the 
full front of my offending. But when — where — and on 
what occasions I have done this; whether it has been in my 
own, or another pulpit; or what is the clause, or clauses of 
the confession of faith, which 1 have denied or opposed, — 
and what was the language which I used,-^it is not said. 
Yet these are each and every one of them specialities^ in- 
dispensably necessary to be noticed in the construction of 
a libel, or preferring of charges, which the dictates of com- 
mon justice, and the principles and order of the Presbyte- 
rian Church, do peremptorily require. I certainly cannot 
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bfe called upon, to answer for crimes and misdemeanors 
not even named, but merely hinted at, In the most obscure 
manner, without a solitary specialty in the case. 

The Presbytery do indeed talk of "specificationis,''' and 
say, that they are "the ground" on which judicial process 
against me is instituted. But it is evident that they under- 
stand by specifications, the very charges themselves^ using 
the words, in utter violation of the meaning of terms, as 
synonymous. But more of this in another place. Suffi- 
cient has been said to shew, that there is a radical error in 
the bill of indictment, — that the charges have been drawn 
up, substantially, and formally, at variance with the princi* 
pies and order of the Presbyterian Church, as well as, in 
violation of the substantial forms of justice. 

They have been preferred in a manner and form, entire- 
ly opposed to the specific instructions, which the General 
Assembly has given to judicatures instituting judicial pro- 
cess, "la such case'' says the General Assembly of 1824, 
**all charges of heresy should be as definite as possible. The 
article or articles of faith impugned should be specified, and 
the word » supposed to be heretical, shewn to be in repug- 
nance to these articles; whether the reference is made di- 
rectly to the scriptures as the standards of Orthodoxy: or 
to the confession of Faith, which our Church holds to be a 
summary, of the doctrines of Scripture.'* Page 219. Here 
it is plain, from the very construction of the sentence, that 
by the phrase "article of faith" the Assembly meant, either 
the text or context of the Scriptures, or section of the con- 
fession of faith. They did not mean to say, that the judi- 
cature in bringing a charge of heresy, should designate in 
some yagUQ general expressions, the subject on which the 
accused wa;i supposed to be heretical, e. g. Original sin, — 
of the Federal headship of Adam — of Regeneration and the 
like. There is nothing specific in charges of this sort It 
ia possible to be much more definite, and that very easily, 
by naming the very section of the confession of Faith, and 
the words in it, supposed to be impugned. 

Unless the accused can be proved guilty of impugning 
the confession of Faith or Scriptures, when interpreted by 
correct exegetical principles, he cannot be charged with 
heresy, however his opinions on some particular points, or 
his language and mode of explaining the general subjects 
embraced in the confession, may diner from his accusers. 
My private interpretation of the confession, or any other 

S 
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man's, suggested by some arbitrary, or theoretical princi- . 
pTes assumed, is not the correct mode of exegesis. Neither 
is it lawful in interpreting it^ to adopt apy historical dogma, 
nor even to assume the particular theoretical explanations 
of certain theological doctriues, known to have been given 
by some, who framed the confession, for it is well known, 
that there were differing opinions among the divines of th«r 
Westminster Assembly, on various points embraced in the 
confession; that different modea of explaining various doc- 
trines, were current among them; and that the confession of 
faith, is a form of sound wordsS, the result of great care and 
study, designedly and. admirably prepared, in which,- men^ 
holding different theoretic principles in theology, could^ 
nevertheless unite, as setting forth their several ideas as to» 
the facts of theology. It is also notorious, ihaf in . the old 
Synod of Philadelpliia, which adopted in 1729 this Confes- 
sion of Faith, there existed a diversity of views, in reIa^'oi> 
to the mode of explaining certain doctrines*^ and Uie same 
may be said of the Orthodox Synod of Dort. Neither, ia it 
lawful to adopt any principle, or to put any construetioa 
upon any part or expression of the confession of faith, which: 
would make it either contradict itself, or our instinctive belief 
of intuitive truths, i. e. the universal convictions of common 
sensQ. These herm£;neutical principles are as strictly ap- 
pTicabte to the interpretation of the confession as.they are to^ 
the scriptures, and no authority of ecclesiastical. coiu*t5 can? 
ever set them aside. They have the sanction of commoiy . 
sense, and are demanded by the very elejaitni^ of oiir ra-r 
tional nature. When an opinion, therefore, is. pronounced, 
heretical, it must and can only be, because ih ditbct.vtola- 
tion of ail correct principles of hermenfirulies, It iinpugn* 
the only exege&is of the confession of faith, or of the holy 
scriptures, which those principlea will, admit orcoofirm^ 
It is hence that the Assembly were so careful in dioecting 
that;the article of the confession should be quoted by the 
judicature^ and the words of the accused deemed heretical . 
also, in immediate connection with it, and decided, that they 
must be shewn to be ia repugnance with that article, when- 
ever a charge of heresy is to be preferred against an indi- 
vidual. They were aware of the blunders often made, in 
the iaterpretation of language by those who have no.correct 
, hermeneutieal principles— of the vagueness often in the use 
of language, whichv is the result of indistinct copceptions in 
the mind of those that use it, — and that the superior court. 
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sod ittlelligeiti eonmunity, might judge of the truth of a 
chftiige of herasy in any ease, they directed, tliat the precise 
|i;no«nd of the charge should be distinctly^ fully, and fisrmal- 
ly-ezJiilHtedi by putting the standards, and the Itnguage of 
the accused aoeounled heretical, in inunediate connection. 
These salutary instructions, bssed on important princifiles 
of truth and justice, the Presbytery hare disregarded. If 
the ehaff)ges against me, by any possible constnictioo, can be 
proAoimeed rekvMit, it must be because they accuse rae of 
tiertsy. if the things alledged against me are not Arresy, 
the Presbytery have no right to iostiUtie judicial process. 
If in their judgment they are, and they have, from motives 
of fesr or detioaey, declined naming my o&oeei th^. are 
highly censurable. Delicacy in such a case, is alike itijWh 
tiee to the accused, and unfoithfulness to the Church of 
God. 

If in the judgment of Presbytery, heresy is the crime for 
¥shMk I stand indicted, then have they utterly disregarded 
tlw instructions of the Qeneral Assembly. For neither has 
the article of the conifesaion, nor the passage of scripture 
impugned been stated^ ndr my language so understood, been 
qnotoi. The preamble states^ that the diarges embrace 
<^nions and doctrines, directly at varite^e with some of 
the sBOst important, and vital doctrines, aod trutttt» taught 
in thestandards of the Presbyterian Church. The charges 
do not mention the articles of the confession impugned^ but 
are in fact, the recorded judgment of the Pre^yiery, ex-^ 
pressed in equivocal terms, with regard to eertatn remarks 
of mine, made in relation to that mode of explaining Uie 
doGtrines of grace, which aMames, that it is by direct phy- 
aioal effidendy^ that God regenerates the sinner, and ac« 
compiisbes his designs. 

The charc^s, from the Presbytery's own Shewing, accuse 
me rather of error in reasoning, than of any specif depar- 
tHse from the standards. First, in g-enera/^ the preamble* 
charges me with ^^n»Aintainingand propagating certain doc- 
trines and opinions," which the Presbytery say, '^are either 
absord in themselves, or directly at variance, with some of 
the most vital, and important doctrines, taught in the 
standards of the Presbyterian Church, and the word of 
God/' Bat in this charge, I am not accused of holding this, 
or the other heretical tenet. In the judgment of Preiby- 
tery^ I hold doctrines or opinions, at variance with the 

* The preamble fortned no jnirt of the libel or charges read to Mr. J' 
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standards. I presume the Presbytery use the words doc^ 
trines, and opinions^ as synonymous. I have never so un* 
derstood them, nor has any Lexicographer, whom I hav« 
ever consulted! A doctrine^ is a proposition asserted, or a 
fixed principle inculcated. Opinion is a notion, or judg- 
ment not supported or confirmed by reason, except when 
the term is technically employed, to denote the decision of 
a judge on a point of law. Whether the Presbvtery meant 
to accuse me of any fixed tenet inculcated, or of mere loose 
and floating ^notions, or persuasions unsupported by solid 
arguments, I cannot ascertain from their terms. The whole 
import of the sentence, seem« to be the latter. For they 
say, that these opinions of mine, are either absurd in them* 
selves, or at variance with some &c. When the doctrines 
or opinions I am accused of maintaining, are in the judgment 
of Presbytery said to be absurd, I am charged, in the most 
unequivocal manner, with error in reasoning, or what is 
still worse, an incapacity to reason. The Churches can be 
in no danger surely, from such an heretic and his opinions!! 
If this is heresy, what is to become of those Preachers, who 
reason most illogically in the exhibition of truth, and of 
others who find it difficult to reason at all, and therefore 
ever and anon, indulge in mere declamation? If a man as- 
serts and maintains truihy he is not heretical, even though 
his premises and conclusions, may be perfect strangers to 
each other. But wherein this absurdity consists, and what 
doctrines and opinions I am said to hold* are absurd, the 
Presbytery have not shewn, notwithstanding they have 
been asked to do so. 

When I am accused of holding opinions, at ^^variance" 
with ^'some'' of the truths of the standards, I am left at a 
loss to tell, whether I am charged with having denied the 
standards, or whether I said things, and adopted principles, 
in my illustrations and attempts to teach the doctrines of 
the standards, which are inconsistent with those doctrines. 
I affirm that I maintain and teach the doctrines of the 
standards. If in doing so, I have taught absurdity, or be- 
trayed inconsistency, let them be pointed out, and let some 
Priscilla and Aquila shew me the way more perfectly. But 
have I been guilty of heresy, and must I be arraigned, tried 
and condemned, and my usefulness destroyed, because, in 
the judgment of my co-presbjters, I maintain 'doctrines or 
opinions either absurd in themselves, or at variance'' with 
the standards? I have heard a Father in the Churcli say, 
that God liad given ^^absolute promises to the unregenerale.'^ 
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i have hoard a very zealot for orthodoxy affirnif that '^they 
vrhich know the trinity » will ask and obtain true religion.'^ 
I have beard a Father deelare, that ^^faith is an emanation 
of Regeneration/^ and that ^<the law requires more than du- 
ty." And a still more ^fienerable Father has adranoed the 
opinion ^^that all human souls were cheated at •'once, and 
became corrupt by being introduced into ^bodies propagated 
from Adam for their inhabitation." But I never dreamed, 
that doctrines or opinions Hke these, though to my mind 
^'absurd in themselves, or at variance with some of the most 
important doctrines taught in the standards," were heresy, 
or convicted the speaker of heresy, or required judicial in* 
vesttgation on the part of Presbyteries. 

Whether my doctrines or opinions are of this cast, I can* 
not say, for when in the second place, the Presbytery pro- 
ceed to their several items of charge, which they call ^'spe- 
ciFiCATiONs," they do not quote my language, but attribute 
opinions and doctrines to me, that 1 have neither advanced, 
nor can comprehend. By what process of reasoning, they 
have been evolved by the Committee from any thing I have 
ever written, I am utterly at a loss to conjectcire. Had 
my words been quoted, and the article, or articles of the 
standards with which my alledged '^doctrines and opinions" 
are '^at variance," I would not be left in the dark. I have 
a right to demand that my accusers reduce their charges to 
a spedaliy. 1 hey violate right and law, usage and Pres* 
byterianism if they do not What the Presbytery call 
^^specifications," have not one attribute of specialty. Lexi- 
cographers define specific atiok, to be ^'distinct notation" 
—-^^determi nation by a peculiar mark"*— ^'particular men- 
tion." The charges preferred agaiiist me, have indeed 
^^dfstinct notation" and '^peculiar marks" being numbered, 
<M, 2, 9, 4," &c: but there is nothing like specialty, i. e. 
"peculiarity" in one of them. They contain vague ex- 
pressions, sometimes being attempts at definition, and some- 
times the substitution of synonymes, as will in another 
place be shewn; and so replete with solecisms, and so unin- 
telligibly constructed, that I am unable to know what the 
accusers mean. 

Every one of the nine different articles should have had 
its specialties, and my very words, and the words of the 
confession, and the passages of scripture supposed to be at 
variance with them, as well as the time, place, and occa- 
sions when, and where they were uttered, or written, or 
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may be fouod. I claim the fiill benefit of '^erroi' to the 
indictment/' since the charges lack eyery fetture^ ei3aeiitfal 
to their being Entertained for one mofnent by an eqttitable 
judg8) as exhibition a matter for trial* Indeed^ ti» Pren* 
bytery themselvies^ may be understood as being at a loss 
to sayt what is their chafaeter^ and iThether there is 
ground of accusaatoiif far their language expresses a doubt^ 
whether the doctrines or ofMniona attributed to me, are 
eiiker absurd in themselves/' or dirdetly ^^at variaoce with 
some of the most important and vital trutbiof theatand* 
ards/' &C. By such language they must mean one or the 
other of these two things: vi2» Either that some of the 
doctrines or opinions I hare advanced, are ^^absurd in them- 
aelves/' and others ^^at varianee" with the Confession, or 
that Presbytery themselves are in doubt about the character 
of my exceptionable doctrines or opinions, whether they are 
absurd 9 or whether tliey are at variance with the standards. 
Their language must mean one or other. It is not suscep- 
tible of a. third eKplanation, If the first was their meaning, 
I ou^t to know which they think ctbsurdj and which at 
Variance with the standards; and have a. right to demand 
this, among other ^^peculiarities'' in the indictment, if 
they meant the latter, then ought they to haVe inveatigat-^ 
ed the matter more thorougblyi and not preferred .ch«rges^ 
till all doubt was removed from their minds^ and they 
knew whether my doetrines or opinions were .^^ba(»rd in 
themselves,'' or "at variance witii the standards." 

The charges by implication, seriously affect my moral 
Sind ministerial character, and therefore ought to be other 
than vague allegations, which, in the spirit of detrac- 
tion, might be employed to my injury* and ytt, without 
exposiag the detractor, to the danger of being convicted of 
defamation in a civil court. Before an eeolesiastioal court 
commence process, they should understand what they are 
about The law of the land will punish ecclesktstical men, 
members of Presbytery as well as any other men, for de- 
famation if they can be proved fcuilty* Is it ingenuous; is 
it correspondent with the character of a court of Jesus 
Christ, to design process against a member, affectttig his 
moral and ministerial reputation, his means of usefa'aess, 
and means of livelihood for himself and family, and yet 
frame charges in such a vague equivocal manner, as to 
evade the law of the land, and the civil penalties, which it 
would deservingly inflict on those who had been in reality 
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juUty of such things? SUaU courts of Christ become the 
i^pregoable and uoasaailable fortresses, from which the 
spirit of calumny and detraction may assail his character^ 
blast his reputation, destroy his means cf livelihood, and 
turn a naan and his fsim^ilys as mendicants^ on a coldhearted 
world, and the just and eqaitable. laws of this free and 
happy country, be set at defiance? Thanks to a If^ind pro^ 
vidence, eoclesiastjcal men in the United States, can never^ 
exercise such tyraany and oppression with intpunity. £c^ 
clesiaatical forois afford not protection for the perpetrations 
of such immoralities and outrages. Had I been called vi 
heretic, it would have been defanution, and members of 
Presbytery who had done so, in the event of my being ac- 
quitted, could have been prosecuted before -other tha^ ec-^ 
ciessiastical courts^ }{ad I been accused of heviesy, the. 
accusations,, asreduiqed to writings and read in Presbytery 
would havo been.lfbeUoui, if not substantia^bed, and thoscf 
concerned ia the writing ^nd publication.ofthe same, would 
have been indictable. If perjury were the erime charged 
upoa mci the defamation would have been greater stU},,: 
and the damages recoverable, proportionate to the e&qjl^ 
which Presbytery's proceeding could be proved to have^ 
had on my r^xutatiim, aad means of livelihood. In a'civil' 
point of view, a m'inister's reputation is his tapit^L It i^* 
obvious, therefore, that in all processes against a <mini;»ter, 
there should be the utm^^st care, lest his reputatiop shoulcl 
be imuecessarily injured, and an ecclesiastica.1 court \^ 
bound to this, not only by the supreme law of Christ's 
house, «vhich js the law of love,; an4 by the speoific la^ of 
our ecclesiasfiical gpvernmient, laid down in the Boc^ of 
DJiscipUne> but also by the penal code of the State. 

The Presbytery have nqt indeed called me a heretic, Of 
cbafTged me either with heresy or perjury direttfyyso that^ 
a prosecution in. a criminal court, would be attended with < 
inore difficulty, titan if they had. But moraify speakings 
1. 1»07^ been, to all intents and purposes, thtes accused, and 
on the supposition of eventual acquittal, thus slandered; 
for I am accused in the preamble of '^holding doctrines or 
opinions at variance with the most important and vital doc- 
trines of the Confession of Faiths" which is but a periphrasis 
for heresy. For if it were not heresy, Presbyt<iry would 
have no right to commence process against me at alL There 
woiild be» noofience requiring judicial inves^tigation. This 
same oliarge is also a constructive ) charge \o^\p€rjuri/y and 



64 

(iann6l fail to be sd understood generally, not only, a« the' 
pebpte hare been taught, by certain edito'rial and newspaper 
expositions of the doctrine of subscription to creeds, but 
alsc by the infallibledeductions of common sense. 

I did ex qniyno, sblemnly swear, that I received and 
addpfed ''the Confession of Faith of this Church, as con- 
taininjjr the'systfetn, of' doctrine taught 'in the Holy Scrip- 
tures." Idotliesamc thingstill, and expressly notified 
the Presbytery of this fkct, at their session in Millerstown, 
prior lb the. origination of charges formdly againist me. 
Yet t am tiow' accused of ^^maintaining and propagating 
dd'ctrines or opinions' at variance with spme of the most 
iiiiportant ihi vital triiths of the standard's of the Presby- 
terian tihiirch;*' ,1 e.' the Confession of Faith! or in other 
words, of ^ectihg tTie Confession as icontaining thesysttm 
of'doctriniB taught fn the Scripture. If these opinions or 
doctrines are not heresy^ or denials of the' Confession, the 
Presbi^^tery'haVe no authority judicially to investigate the 
Charges piNjfferred against me. That they actually are, in 
the jtidgmeh! of "Presbytery, is evident, and the inference 
cannot tjc avbided^ fi-bm the fact, that they have formally 
commfenc'ed judicm process against nie. 

I' shall elsewhere notice the subject of adopting the Con- 
fession: 'but if thfe 'eh^rges of PresVytery thus made, are 
not obvid'usly and conclusively a donstructiv'e charge of 
perjury, I knoiv not what is. And it is more mischievous 
tO; me, bedause insidiously rnade, (I say not designedly,), 
so as morally to take full effect on my reputation, wHile yet 
it lacked the obvious features which would renider it a 
crime iA the eye of the laws of the land. 

V. The chargeis themselves, )or as thef Presbytery style* 
theni "the speeiftfeatiohs,'^ dre'expressed in language so 
vague, and 'destrtute of precision, that it would be'niorally 
impossible for me categorically to answer. In another 
place, I shall notice what probably are the ideas intended' 
to be expressed, but at present confine my attention to the 
language. ' ' - ' ' 

1 . In the 4th, 5th, 6th, 7th, and 8th,-the following t>Hrases 
occur, whidh are neither to be found in the confession, nor 
have the sanction of the standards, and need much explana- 
tion and defihitioh, to render them intelligible. — ^ex. gra. 

(1.) ^^Pederalj covenant head of the human race.^^ 
Whether the Presbytery meant any thing more, than the 
answer to the 22d Ques. Lar. Cat. does, when it says, that 
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the covenant was made with Adanm as Si public person^ not 
for hinisdf only, but for his posterity, it is impossible to 
tell. Some do, who talk of Adam^s posterity having been 
seminally in him, and so identify them with him, as to 
make them personally partake of his act, and the crime of 
it — ideas not taught in the Confession, and repudiated by 
the Professors at Princeton, and by Presbyterian Ministers 
generally. * 

(2.) ^^Adam^s first sin is in no proper s£NS£ impu'- 
ted to his posterity to their lbgal condemnation.^* Im- 
putation of sin is a plain scriptural idea; but what is meant 
by imputing sin in a proper sensCy the Presbytery n^ust 
explain. Condemnation too is a very plain idea, but what 
the Presbytery mean by legal condemnation, they must 
say. If they mean that, the proper sense^ in which sin is 
imputed to legal condemnation is, that it is right, and just, 
to pronounce one man guilty of another's crime, and pun- 
ish him for what he himself never did, nor authorised to 
be done, the Presbytery must say, and how such an asser- 
tion can be reconciled with Ezekiel xviii. 2, 6, and with 
the confession of Faith. Chap. 6. Sec. 6. and Lar. Cat. 
Ques. 24. 

(3^.) **./2 principle of holiness ^ or sin inherent in the 
soul.'** What is meant by principle here, — wliether an 
efficient cause, or a determining influence; and whether the 
word ^HnherenV^ is used in a literal or metaphorical sense; 
and what by being in the soul ; the Presbytery must explain. 

(4.) ^^InnatCy hereditary ^ derived^ depravity j or cor- 
ruption in our nature,** Whether these words are used 
as synonymous; — what is meant by depravity or cbrrup- 
Hon; whether it is physical, something existing in the con- 
stitution, and concreated with it, a positive entity; or 
whether it is a defect, something negative, or wanting in 
the constitution, to supply which, a creative act of God is 
necessary; — wht^t is meant by nature; — whether the phy- 
sical constitution of the being, considered both in respect 
of soul and body, or whether that being's acts and exercises, 
as viewed in all the appropriate circumstances of its condi- 
tion; — and what by depravity being ^Hnnate^ hereditary y 
and derived in our nature^** it is necessary for the Pres- 
bytery to say. ■ 

15,) ^^ Moral character can appropriately be predica- 
ted of or possessed by infants.** Here I feel it to be in- 
dispensably necessary, that Presbytery let me know, first, 

9 
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what sort of infanta are meant, — whether infants in the 
womb or not, — infants as just conceived, or as just born, 
or both, or whether advanced some months in the growth^ 
and developement of their bodily and mental powers — se- 
cond, what is meant by ^^character^^* — whether the word 
IS used in the literal or metaphorical import of the original 
Greek term A:*/'**'»"»fi, or whether in Addison's sense of 
^heEnfijIish term, as "theaccountof a thingasgood or bad/ '^ 
or in JDryden's sense, as **the person with the assemblage 
of his properties,'' or in Pope^s sense> as *Hhe particular 
constitution of tJie mind,'' or in the vulgar sense, as **the 
reputation oiF a man, or the estimation in which he is to be 
held, in consequence of his acts arid manifestations of de- 
sign, temper or principles"— third, wliat is meant by mo^ 
rail whether it relates to something else than personal 
merit or worth, and demerit or blame*— something that can 
be estimated, without the medium of a law given as a rule,, 
to regulate the Vipluntary conduct of a reasonable being; — 
fourth, how moral character can be predicated of infants,, 
while sleeping in the womb, consistently with what the 
scriptures say concerning infants in general, that being not 
yet born, they have done neither good or evil. Roxp., ix. 
11; or of the infant Messiah particularly, that he should eat 
butter and honey, that he might know how to refuse the. 
evil, and choose the good,-r-Isaiah vii. 15,, and what was- 
^■the^ moral character qf outc Jirst parenh/^ and how it 
was. acquired ^^anterior^o, and independent qf their Qwn 
voluntary &ise}cises.^^ 

(6*) ^^I^ow^r or ability iiotparted bu the regenerating: 
or nem creating influences qf the Holy Ghost,^^ Here 
also, I feel it to be indispensably necessary, that the Pres^ 
by tery should explain, before I can answer,, what they mean 
by power or ability^ — whether a force or strength of the 
iotelleAtual faculties, analogous with the muscular power of 
the Sl^phaat, or of the body, or whether the opportunities, 
occasions, and external exciting influence to induce the ex* 
ercise of those faculties, or whether the simple fa^cultie^ 
then^^ves, which capacitate for action, or \x\ a word, 
wbfitber intrinsic force, or energy, or established relation- 
ship, such a^ txista between cause and eiSect; — and what is 
meant by the terms regenerating or new cyea/en^,^whether 
they ftre to b^ understood in a literal or metaphorical sense. 
Such phrase^ I amnot use, without, consciously using, words 
without ideas, 
^d. Some of the charges, involve false and illogical in- 
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ferences, for which the accuser must be liable, the prefbr- 
ring of which against me, when I have never expre^aed 
themi ^nd they cannot be lawfully inferred from my lan- 
guage, renders him that prefers them, liable himself to a 
eharge of slander. Such are the inferences in the first and se- 
venth charges, where the illative particle is indeed not ex- 
]Mrefiaed, but evidently dropped by ellipsis. The entire 
ninth charge is avowedly an inference, or a cluster of infe- 
rences, from the eighth, which are about as illogically drawn 
as tlieir premises are falsew To respond to such charges I 
cannot To be answerable for such inferences I will not. 
The entire structure of such charges, from the beginning to 
tbe.end^ shews a radical error in the indictment, and, with 
the manufacture of them, Common Fame has had nothing to 
do. They are the legitimate offspring of the Presbytery, 
and their Committee* For Crying Fame uses, no circumlo- 
cutions. There is not a tongue at the root of a single fea- 
ther, in the whole body of the monstrous creature, but cries 
ialoud with perfectly intelligible voice, its injurious accusor 
4iona, 

3. Tbetre are, in some of the charges, such apparent air 
tempts either at accuracy in diserimi nation, or minuteness 
of ^Specification, that it is impossible to tell, whether the 
different clauses of a aeatenee express the same idea, aitd 
are not sometimes self contradictory. 

(1.) In Art. 4th, there are three distinct clauses— in Art 
6th three — in Art 7th six — and in Art. lOth two— which 
the Presbytery alone are competent to say, whether they 
respectively do, or do not, express the same ideas. 

(:2.) In Art 2, I am accused of teaching, that the soul as 
created by God, is destitute of all capacities whatever~a 
self contradictory idea, — and also of teaching, that the soul 
as created by God independent of, and brought into connec*^ 
tion with, the body, and at the same time, equally with the 
body procreated from the parent by traduction, or natural 
generation, — a most palpable contradiction— ^I must say a 
ridiculous absurdity. 

(3.) In Art 6, the words ^Hnnaie heredilartf derived^' 
are used to qualify depravity; whether they are used as 
synonymous, or to express different ideas, the Presbyterj*^ 
can say. But assuredly innate is not hereditary, for many 
things are inherited, which are not born along with us, and 
in us, and vice versa. 

Innate is not, derived, for we have derived many things 
from various sources, which we did not bring with us into 
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the world. Derived is not hereditary, for there are many 
other ways of deriving besides inheritance. If Presbytery 
by these words, mean to express the same idea, they violate 
the use of language. They are not synonymous. 

If they mean to express different ideas, they express con- 
tradictions. Much explanation is necessary, before it can 
appear how depravity can be born in us, and yet be derived. 

The Confession of Faith does not make use of such an ex- 
pression, as innate corruption; neither does it talk of sin 
being born in us, but it speaks of our being born in sin, a 
very different idea, and perfectly consonant witli David's 
confessions. Other vague and indefinite expressions might 
be noticed in the charges, but these are sufficient to shew, 
that it is morally impossible for me to give a categorical an- 
swer to them, and wholly unjust, and oppressively injuri- 
ous, to require me to do so. Wherefore, if the Presbytery 
in the circumstances of the case, as has been shewn, have 
no constitutional authority to commence judicial process 
against me,"— if the charges which have been exhibited 
against me, want the foundation of a prosecutor, — if the 
initial, and all the subsequent steps of the process against 
me, were the transactions of a small portion of the members 
of Presbytery, met together without the knowledge of the 
members of the Presbytery in general,' — and if the charges 
exhibited are vague, uncertain, incoherent, uniaftelligible, 
and involve matters seriously affecting my moral character, 
made in a most insidious and mischievous manner-^tben, 
as all these things have been shewn, I rmy lawfully, as I 
do hereby, protest against, and appeal from the decision of 
Presbytery, to institute process against me, as incompetent 
to tr}' me on the ground and charges exhibited. In com* 
menting on the proceedings as I have done, I disclaim all 
intention to treat the Presbytery with disrespect. I know 
the piower they may lawfully exercise, and to which I have 
promised submission. 

Resistance to an exercise of power, not given them by the 
constitution, is a duty which 1 owe alike to myself, the 
Church, and the Presbytery, whose deviations from con- 
stitutional law have perplexed themselves, been fraught 
with immense mischief to me, and by fanning the flames 
of discontent, and blowing the firebrands of strife among 
the Churches, contributed as I humbly believe, to the in- 
jury of Presby terianism, of the reputation of the Ministry, 
of the interests of immortal souls, and of the cause of God. 

GEO: PUFFIELD. 
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Carlisle, April 11, 1833. 

The Moderator then called upon Mr. DuiBeld to plead 
guilty or not guilty, upon which Mr. Duffield rose and de- 
nied the existence of common fame. 

Adjourned to meet to-morrow morning at 8 o'clock. 
Concluded with prayer. 

April 12. 

Presbytery met according to adjournment. The roll 
was called. Members present as yesterday. The min- 
utes were read. 

The Moderator decided that the plea of Mr. Duffield is 
out of order, or in other words that common fame does 
exist From this decision of the Moderator, an appeal was 
made, and the Moderator was sustained in this decision. 

The Moderator then inquired of Mr. Duffield, whether 
he pleaded guilty or not guilty. 

Mr. Duffield presented the following paper: "Am I to 
understand this last decision, as the Presbytery's averment 
of the existence of the common fame defined in our Book 
of Discipline, and said by the Clerk, in the copy of charges 
delivered to me, to be my accuser. GEO. DUFFIELD." 

The ]\ioderator answered, that his decision in relation to 
Mr. Duffield's question^ was merely, that his plea was out 
of order at the time, without deciding the existence, or 
non-existence of common fame. 

A call was made for the reading of the minutes of the 
morning. They were read. A motion was made to strike 
out of the minutes, what is intended to narrate the first de- 
cision of the Moderator this morning, the words, <'or in 
other words, that common fame does exist.'' This motion 
prevailed, and it is accordingly stricken out. 

Mr. Duffield then presented the following paper: **Does 
the Presbytery now affirm, or has the Presbytery ever af- 
firmed, the existence of common fame, defined in our Book 
of Discipline, and said by the Clerk, in the copy of the 
charges delivered to me, to be my accuser?" 

To answer Mr. Duffield's question, this motion was made 
and seconded: The Presbytery has already answered Mr. 
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Duffield's question. After some discussion it was moved 
and seconded, To postpone this motion, in order to take up 
as a substitute, the following, It is not in order for the Pres- 
bytery to answer the question, either in the affirmative or 
negative. 

The previous question was then moved and seconded. 
It was put and negatived. 

It was moved and seconded that no crying fame does 
exist. 

It was moved and seconded, To postpone this motion, 
that Mr. Duffield may be required to answer yea oc nay to 
the charges. 

The Moderator arose and decided, that every thing done 
since the previous question was taken h out of order. 
An appeal was made from this decision of the Moderator^ 
and the decision was sustained. Messrs. M'Knight, Dr. 
Gathcart, De Witt, and Trimble, gave notice that they pro- 
tested against, and will complain of the decission. 

Mr* Duffield presented the following paper: "The Pres- 
bytery, by sustaining the decision of the chair, has refused 
to confront me with my accuser^ When they do confront 
me with my accuser, I will meet the call of the Moderator." 

It wa3 moved and seconded. That the proceedings of 
Presbytery, in the case of Mr. Duffield, be suspended till 
3 o'clock, P. M. This motion was lost. 

The following resolution was brought in and seconded. 
Resolved, That common fame, as defined in the Book of 
Discipline, is not the accuser pf Mr. Duffield. 

The Moderator was called upon to decide whether the 
resolution is in order. 

The Moderator decided that it is not; alledging as his 
reason for thus deciding, that, in his opinion, common 
fame has, from the commencement, been the accuser* of 

* Tlie Moderator in the first instance, decided tliat common fame is tlie 
accuser of Mr. Duffield, but afterwards, at the instance of J . Williamson, 
'V'ho alleged that the Moiderator only gave his opinion as an individual, ami 
not as presiding judge, explained his meaning to be, that it was "on the 
ground of common fame,** the accusations are preferred against Mr. Duf- 
field. The Clerk in his first citation, had notified Mr. Dufneld, that ''com- 
mon fame (was) his accuser,'* and marked the words as a quotation Mr. 
Duffield alleged tliat he could find no minutes of Presbytery from which, 
the Clerk had made such a (;|uotation, — there was no evidence on record, 
that Presbytery had ever instituted an investigatitm on this subject, and no 
proof had been adduced, of the cxissence of common fame, accusing him 
with the things read to him by Mr. J. Williamson. If the first decision of 
the Moderator had been allowed to stand, that common fame was Mr. 
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Mr, Duffield. Prom this decrsion an appeal was xnade^ 
and before the question was taken. Presbytery agreed to 
have a r^ess till 3 o'clock, P. M. 

Ihiflield's accuser, Mr. Duffield couldiuve asked for t!^ proof of the ftt<Jt, 
which Presbytery did not possess, and never Jiad, and thus have placed^ 
the Presbytery in an awkward predicament. Moreover, he could have re- 
quired proof, tJiat common fame accused him in the very words, and in 
each particular, related in the paixrr read to him by Mr. J. Williamson^ 
and which had been drawn up by Messrs. J. WilliamS| J. Williamson, and 
J. Sharon, and reported to Presbytery it Newville in November, which 
Mr. Williamson saw and feared, when he refused ttf proceed in the Ifial 
until he could |;et some pledge, that the Presb}'tery would not be re^ 
quired to prove that common fame accused Mr. Duffield of eacit, an4 
every particular in the repoit of the Committee. In that tepcirt, the Com<' 
niUtee say,, that in their ^^opimon^ Mr. Dufiield may be fa'u'ly charged on 
the ground of common fame;** but they do not say, that common fame actu- 
ally did. accuse. Mr. Duffield of the things they reported. They merely 
expressed their own private belief, that on inveiitigation a common fame, 
wluch would give souk^ fair pretext for process, would be found to exist. 
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the feport, in order to prevent Mr. Duffield from holding the Committee 
responsible, as his accusers, to make good their accusations. Vague ex<^ 
pressions, therefore, such as, **ot\ the ground of common fame,'' which 
seemed, at first sight, to affirm that common fame was the accuser of Mr. 
Duffield, were employeil, behiud which the Committee might retreat, 
frouk their delicate and responsible position as prosecutors, and yet, when 
closely examined, tliey would be found to Uiisert, neither the fact thaf 
cpmmon fame did exist, nor that common fame accused Mr* Duffield as 
seated, but only, and no more than, that the Committee ''were of opinion^* 
Mr. Duffield might be accuse^l, as they stated, on the grouiKl of common 
fiioie, i. e. Mey, personally, would not so accuse him, but they i/iougfU it 
it might be made to appear, that common fame would back such accusal 
tlons. Had the Presbytery affirmed, that common f:»me was actually the 
the accuser, .they would liave affirmed what they had never known, nor 
inquired into, and what could not have been proved, and what Mr. Jas^ 
Wdlftamson, afterward, dreaded Mr. Duffield would require to be proved. 
The Presbytery were placed in. a very perplexi-ng situation. Mr, Duffittl({ 
had a right to demand of the Presbytery who was his accuser, and to have 
the billof indictment indorsed with the lutme of the same. But one or other 
of two accusers could, agreeably to tlie Book of Discipline, be required: 
either common fame, or one or more individuals, who should be held re- 
sponsible to make good the accusations. Chap. iv. Art. ^. The Book of 
Discipline describes the mode of procedure, in both cases. Where com- 
mon fame is the accuser, it is careful to define what sort of common fame 
it must be. See Chap. iii. Art. 5. Not eve*7 vague crying rumour cart 
be recognized as an accuser^ and a Presbytery, before commencing pro* 
cess against an inxfrvidual, at the instance of cry ing fame, nrast have sat 
in judgment on the subject, and af\er due investigation, ascertained that it 
'•specified some particular sin or sins, — was widdv spread, — not transient 
but permanent, — ratlier gaining ground than declining, and aceompamec} 
witli strong presumption of truth." The Book of Discipline says, tlttiC 
preat caution is required in taking up charges on this grownd. It waa but 
just, therefore, that Mr. Duffield should know whether com^non fame was 
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Resumed the business which was in process befufe the 
recess, viz: the appeal from the decision of the Moderator. 

The Moderator then decided that this appeal from his de* 
cision is out of order.* 

Mr. Duffield then presented the following paper: "Ami 
it) understand, that when the Moderator, in reply to my 
question, whether common fame is my accuser, decided, 
that I am charged "on the ground of common fame, "he meant 
to say, that common fame, such a^ is defined in the Book of 
Discipline, is my accuser?! 

The following motion was made and seconded, viz: 
Whereas, Mr. DuflSeld having been duly cited to appear be* 

hit accuser, in order to know how to conduct his defence. If common 
fiime is not the accuser, then the prosecution must be conducted in the 
name of one or more individuals, who lodge information, and are to be 
hfeld responsible to make their accusations good, c failing to do so, be 
themselves censured as slanderers. See Chap. v. Art. 7. In the present 
ctise it was a distracting alternative to which Mr. DufHeld reduced the Vres* 
byterv. If they said Common fame was the accuser, they knew they 
M^ould say what they never had proved, and what was not true; for com- 
mon fame did not accuse Mr. DufHeld of the things stated in the report of 
Messrs. J. Williams, J. Sharon, and J. Williamson. They said they were 
oT the "opinion** a prosecutiow might fairly, (with a good pretext,) be 
Commenced on the ground of common fame; hut even tn^ did not dafe to 
say that common fame accused Mr. Duffield. Hence the reluctance of Pres» 
bytery to meet Mr. Duifield's inquiry and endorse the libel. They dared 
not, as honest men, to say that common fame accused him as per their re* 
port. If, however, the Presbytery denied that common fame was Mr. 
I)uffie]d*s accuserv tlien Messrs. J. Williams, J. Williamson and J. Sharon, 
would be the individual prosecutors, and if the charges should not be es- 
tablished^ have to be censured as slanderers of the gospel ministi'y. Mr. 
Williams had flinched from this responsibility at the meeting at Newvtlle, 
aud declared he Would not be bound to establish the charges. The Pres- 
bytery saw the delicate situation of these men, and therefore, would not 
endorse their names on the indictment as prosecutors. That might have 
been, to bring the censures, intended for Mr. Duffield, on the head of 
their committee. No wonder, therefore, that the Presbytery spent so 
much time on tliis point, and that there was so much reluctance to say 
who was Mr. Duffield's accuser. It was a fearful predicament in which 
they Were placed, and, but for the vague language which the Presbytery 
used, when they said that the prosecution was commenced "on the ground 
of common fame,** and Mr. Duffield's, at length, waving this point, for the 
present, proteatando, the trial could not have proceededt 

* Before the recess, an appeal had been taken from the decision of the 
liloderutor, declaring the resolution offered, viz: that common fame, as de* 
i&ned in the Book of Discipline, is not the accuser of Mr. Duffield, to be 
out of order. The Moderator refused to put the question on the appeal, 
deciding, that the appeal, too, was out of order. An appeal was again 
taken from this decision, and it, too, was declared to be out of order, when, 
to put an end, if possible, to the perplexity of the Presbytery, Mr. Duf- 
field presented the interrogation. Am I to understand, &c. 

■f The Moderator refused to answer this question of Mr. Duffield, and a 
resolution was then introduced to dismiss Mr. Duffield, &c. 
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fore the Presbytery of Carlisle, to answer to certain charges 
of error preferred against him, did ajopear at the bar of Pres- 
bytery, and refused to put himself upon trial, by answering 
to said charges; therefore, Resolved, That Mr. Duffield be 
for .the present dismissed from the bar of this court, and re- 
quired, and again cited to appear before Presbytery at tfieir 
next, meeting, to answer to the charges which have been 
laid against him* 

Mr. Duffield then rose and presented the following pa- 
per, viz: 

With all deference and respect to the authority of Pres- 
bytery, I declare myself aggrieved by the Moderator's de- 
cision in refusing to answer the last question I have put to 
the Presbytery, and allowing a motion to be made, dismiss- 
ing the accused, and containing assertions contrary to fact, 
and directing to cite me to appear again before them, and I 
do hereby protest against it as subversive of every principle 
of ju^ice sanctioned by the usages of every criminal court, 
and by precedents in the sacred Scriptures. (Acts xxiii. 
34, 35,) I pray this my protest may be entered on the re- 
cordi and this declaration of my desire to join issue with 
the Presbytery on the charges. GEO. NUFFIELD. 

Agreed to have a recess till half past 7 o'clock. 

After recess^ resumed the consideration of the motion by 
which Mr. Duffield is to be dismissed for the present and 
cited again. 

It was moved and seconded, that the motion be indefin- 
itely postponed. On this motion the yeas and nays were 
called for, and it was decided in the affirmative. Yeas 13, 
Nays 7.t 

* TWia resolution was prepared by Mr. J. Williams, but was offered 
by another member of Presbytery. Its design is manifest. It was to re- 
lieve the Presbytery* at once, from their embarrassment, and screen the 
Committee, of which he was chairman, from falling into a perilous condi- 
tion as prosecutors. As soon as the resolution was read, Mr. Duftield rose 
and declared that it was hot tkub. He had not refused to put himself 
iipoii trial, but . had been for several days under trial, and was presenting 
his ple£», and taking his postures of detience, successively, as the Consti- 
tution of the Church, and the principles of common justice authorized him 
to do. He said he was utterly amazed, that a statement so manifestly 
false, should be brought forward in the shape of a resolution. 

t The yeas and nays on this resolution were as follows: 

Yeas. Dr. Cathcart, Messrs. M'Knight, Grier, De Witt, M'Knight 
Williamson, M*Kinley, Patterson, Watson, Breckenridge, Trimble, Clen- 
den in, Henderson, and M*DoweU.-^13. 

Kai/8, Dfcnny, Kennedy, Sharon, J. Williamson, Creigh, Fletcher, 
M'Cormick, and Casset. — 8. 

]\fon iiquet Moody, W^ilson, Buchanan, M'Cahran, Quav, Rutter, A. 
M'Clure, and M'Clelland.— 8. 

10 



74 

The following resolulion was rrrade and. seconded, viz: 
Resolved^ Tbat qommon feme is not the ace«3er ofMr^ 
Daffield. 

It was then, movei and seconded, to po^pane tl»^ reso^ 
lulion, in order to- take up the foUawing, viz:. 

Resolved, That ia as much as Mr, Duffield complains^ 
that the Presbytery will not assert anew that which ha^ 
been already distinctly stated, viz: that the charges whi^b 
lie preferred against Mr. Duffield, are grounded upon com- 
mon fame, and that the Presbytery have referred Mr. Duf- 
field, to his book,, entitled Duffield on Regeneratronr ^^^ 
his two sermons on regeneration, aind^ to the witnesses 
mentioned to* him, to substantiate the charges which were* 
preferred. Althoudi the Presbytery aliir think it unne-» 
cessary to restate this, yet to satisfy Mr, Duffield^ the Pres- 
bytery now declares this to be the fact.* 
Tlxe vote was taken and. the motion carried^ 
The yeas and nays were then called for on the motiow '' 
before tbe Presbytery,, and the motion was can'ied. Yea^ 
18, Nays9.t .^ '\_ 

Mx. PufiieM then presented the following paper,viz: ' 
If when- the Moderator decided that cQm»mo«n iame la'the 
ground on which the prosecution against me was com;- ' 
menced, and i« still conducted, l>e as presicKng. jud^ge in 
the court meant to, say, that comiyion fan>e is ray accuser,. , 
and the bill of indictment, is now in the judgment of* the 

* T\m rsesolutton^ ivas introduced ky. Un^ J. WlUiamsbAv Mr-r B«ffijeld 
di^niH Qom{>iam t))at l^resb^tery vKOiU^d, m))t,ft^S6Kt anew, wl^M t))e^ bn4« ' 
distinctly done befwe, that the charges were j^-eferred Qn fJte gnotm'd.of^ 
comnum fame, Mf. Uu fffeld wanted to know whether common fikme was 
bis accuser, and whether Presbytery wou-ld so assert, and endorse thfc lii>^'^ 
Up did not know what Presbytery n>eant by streli a vague expression, fie 
was not so simple, a? Mr. WiHlamson's- reflof«ti«n- soir|^li« tO'inake Wniap- 
pear, as tlmuj^h he wanted Presbytery to- repctitr what ine Jfenew had Al- 
ready been asserted. Bijt, tlie fact was, he waflted^to 1&i««w what tlie^Pres- 
byter}^ meant by t/iegrotmd of common famex wl^ethei* they irnddr^kwdflf 
a^ tlie same with accuser, Tl>e Presbytery <fid not so consider it, or titey? 
would Itave said so: but this a^ain and aguin tlluy refiised to sav, and- M4*.. 
AViHiamson's resoltttion was d^9i<^ned to throw odtumo«^ Mr« I>ulfi«}d'aft 
tertjprersatious, when he was- only demanding, what lie ha J fr i^ff^ to» 
demand, whether common ftime, or tite committee, was hifr accusen. • ' 

f The yeas and nays on this resolution of Mr. WiKamson's, were 99 foTr 
lows, viz: 

Yeas, Messrs, Mowly^ Penny, Wilson, Slwron, ITjijcTranan, .t. Mllligui- 
son, M'Kni^Ut Williamson, M'Cacbran, Patterson, Creigh, Rntter, Hetch* . 
er, Clendenm, M'Cormick, HeiKlerson, M'^joweU, Cassat, >rCleTlaiul.— 18. 

Nays, Dr. Cathcart, Messrs, Kennedy, M'Kniglit,. Grier, l>e Wkt, 
M^Kinley, Qtiay, Watson, Trimble, — 9. 

Km liquet. A . M'Clurc . 
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tsotirt so enddrscd, then I do now plead not guilty; and 
htimWy asking the Presbytery to es^hibit to me, dr refer me 
to the proof they have of its existence, I join i^tie with 
^hem, protesting and pleading, that no such common fame 
is my nccti^er, as is defined in the Boo'k of Discipline, 
•Chtfp. Ki. "Seic d, andean alone be constitiftiotially admitted 
as my accuser, GEO. BCHPFIELD. 

April 13, 1S3j3, 

IPresbytery met according to adjournment. 

The following motion was brought in by Mr. J. William^' 
son and seconded by Mr. Sharon: 

Resolved, That it is the mind of this Presbytery, when 
a minute, or ^ part of a minute, is ordered to be struck out, 
that tiiat part, so ordered to be struck out, shall be erased 
from due ireoords^ and no further notice shall be entered 
respecting it^ 

After some discussion, on motion. 

Resolved, That the mover have liberty to withdraw this 
resolution, and it was withdrawn; after which Mr. Ken^ 
nedy brought in the following which was seconded, viz: 

Rf^solved, That when Presbytery have never recognised 
ja minute, and order it, when read by the Clerk, to be 
stricken out, it is tlie duty of tlie Clerk, to erase the words 
ordered to be stricken out from their record. 

On motion, this resolistion was amended by substituting 
was for isy after the words "by striking out." The mo- 
*tion as thus amended was passed,"* 

Tbe following resolution was presented and seconded, 
vial 

ResolVfed, Tha(t the Pre:?byfery do now adjourn to medt 
at the Presbyterian church in Newvillc, on Monday next 
at II o'clock, A. M. and that Mr. DufTield be eked, and 
ondeted to appear then and there, to answer to charges 
which have been preferred against him.t 

* Tbe object of all these motions about striking oat, «»8 to ccmceftl tke 
fiict, that the, Moderator «t first -decided, that common fame'was tbe ac- 
cuser of Mr. Duffiekl;; but afterwards reversed his decision, or asMr.Duf* 
field said at the time, ''ate up bis own words." The Clerk recorded the 
fact of the Moderator's decision, and its effect, in reply to Mr. Duffidd's 
question; and wlien onlered to erase the record made, being a J4Klicial 
transaction, he knew no other method of erasure, than the resolution of 
the court in relation to the record made. JUiurring the record, he deemetl 
impi^per 

f This resolution was introduced by Mr. J. Williamson, at 10 o'clock, 
A. M. And It was advocated by both him and Mr. Cursut, each of whom 
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After some discussion of this resoiutron, it w^s moved 
and seconded, To postpone indefinitely the motion for ad- 
journment. This motion prevailed. Yeas 19, Nays 6.. 

It was moved and seconded, That Presbytery adjourn to 
meet at Newville on Tuesd?y nextat 11 o'clock.* 

A motion was then made for the indefinite postponement 
of the motion which was carried. 

A motion was then made, To adjourn after this morn- 
ing's session, to meet on Monday morning at 9 o'clock, 
A. M. in this place. 

The following was presented by Mr. De Witt and se- 
conded by Mr. M'Knight, viz: 

Resolved, That as the Rev. Geo. Duffield has plead not 
guilty to the charges preferred against him, the prosecutors 
proceed to submit their testimony on the charges. 

A motion was made and seconded, To adjourn to meet 
on Monday at 9 o'clock in this place, which was carried. 
Yeas 18, Nays 5. 

Monday mornings 9 o'clock. April 15, 1833. 

Mr. Duffield presented the following paper,. viz: 

I request the decision of the Moderator on the following 
points of order, viz: whether it is orderly to allow a judge, 
as was done in the case of Mr. J. Williamson, to interro- 
gate the accused, and call upon him to say, whether he. ex- 
pected or would require the Presbytery to shew that com- 
mon fame charged charged him with each particular count 
in the indictment;! thus in the judgment of the accused, 

compUihed, that a copper had been thrown at them the night before from 
the gaUery,whiIe they were speaking. This resolution, and the observaticpvs 
made by Mr. J. Williamson, and Mr. Cassat, produced such excitement 
among the spectators, that Presbytery found it would never do to pass it. 
Some of the gentlemen of the place declared, in the hearing of members 
of Presbytery, that if it carried, they would have a town meeting forth- 
with called, and publish to tlie world, what they deemed to be the dis- 
graceful conduct of Presbytery. 

• This motion also was'made by Mr. J. Williamson. After the Presby- 
tery found that Mr. Dufiield was determined to stand his trial, and contest 
every inch of g^o^ind, and especially after he had joined issue on the main 
question, there seemed a disposition on the part of Mr. J. Williamson, to 
gain time, and if possible, transfer the trial from Carlisle, where he had 
been, as he said, insulted, to Newville. 

f Mr. J. Williamson had openly objected to proceed in the trial, if the 
prosecution should be called on to exhibit proof, that common fame accus- 
ed Mr. Duffield of each particular in the paper, which had been i*ead to 
him. This is proof, that in the judgment of Mr. J. Williamson, common 
fame did not so accuse Mr. Duffield, and accounts for the pertinacious re- 
fusal onihc part of the Moderator, to assert that common fame was Mr. 
DufHcKVs accuser. 
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endeavoriiig to ascerUia hi^ posture of defence before there 
has been any exhibition of testiinony against hi tn oo the 
part of the prosecutors. 

The Moderator replied that if the question had been in 
an abstract fornii he would have replied' in the negative, 
viz: a judge has no right to make the demand, but as to 
the question as it stands connected, he ^/ould answer that 
it was right and orderly. 

On iDOtioni Resolved, That the resolution offered by 
Mr, De Witt and seconded by Mr. M'Knight be postpon- 
ed, to take up the following resolution, which was brought 
in by Mr. Kennedy and seconded, viz: 

Whereas, Mr. Duffield acknowledges himself to be on 
trial before Presbytery, Resolved, That Presbytery pro- 
ceed immediately to the examination of the charges pre- 
ferred against Mr. Duffield. 

It was moved and seconded, To strike out the preamble 
to the resolution. This motion was withdrawn. 

The following amendment to the resolution was moved^ 
and seconded, viz: 

Without admitting the preamble to the plea, as express- 
ipg. certain conditional explanations of the Presbytery's 
judicment in his case. This motion was carried. 
. Against this Mr. Duffield protested. 

True extract from the minutes. 
I J. C. WATSON, Clprk. 

PROTEST. 

I hereby protest against the qualified vote of Presbytery, 
resolving to proceed immediately to the examlnatioa of the 
charges preferred against me ^^witi^out^" as they say, ^'ad- 
mitting the preamble to the p^ea as expressing certain condi- 
tional explanations, of the Presbytery's judgment, in regard 
to his case.^' 

1. Because the language is so vague, that I cannot pre- 
cisely tell what it means. 

2. Because it conveys the idea, that I had sought to obtain 
iasome improper way from Presbytery,a"judgmentinreftard 
to [my] case,'' as tho' I wished to forestal the sentence of 
the court, when the fact was, that I only wished to ascer- 
tain from Presbytery, whether there was any accuser to be 
named to me, either common fame, or the Synod of Phila- 
delphia, or particular individuals. 

• B\ James Williamson. 
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3. Decsndo there had been no judgment m my cai^, pro- 
iioiHTeed by Presbytei'y, of wWch I sought explanationiii 
all that I wished to know was^ the origin of the proki&Ms. 

4. BefeaUse the language of the €lerk in his citation, in 
wl>ich he used these words, marked ^asl a quotattoA^ '•toWn- 
ihoi^ fame is the aecujer/' di<l no^t toYte^pCfndf eMi& Willi 
thflft of the ReBolutrou of Pi*esbytery institutitig -pfoeess 
against me, or of the amended preamble of th^ Gohi^itt^e^s 
Report, ivlw> proposed the charges; ?n both whicb, the pro- 
seijiiition lis -represented to be oh the ground of common falne, 
a very d'iffer^nt thing frotti common fame being my accuser. 

5* Because the difi^renee observable in the citatio'ti anil 
Minuted of Presbytery^ eafpecJally the use of thfc words in 
the ci!tfti(yn •* common fame id the accuser," with marfed df 
quotation, led me to desire a sight of all the records, ahd fo 
know exactly how. it was the process had been (sommeneM, 
'«ihd whether there were any documenls^ or paperl^ in the 
possession 6'f Presbyiiery, in prc^tff of the ftifet thSit coinmOh 
fame is ifny afecuser. This I was enti'tlcjd to as*!! for. 

6. Because I had put in a plea on apo'mt Of fact Whidi 
was traV^i»safcle, while ais yet the Pi^csbytery had Wot endor- 
sed th^ tibel, with the niimeof bom mOn fame as my a^i^u^er. 
If Presbytery Would not aflSrm common fan^ie to be Wy^fer 
cuser, I undoubtedly had a right to join issue with thUm on 
this point, and deny the fact. 

7. Bcfcause the "genei*al rumour which may be raised by 
the rashness, censoriousness and malignancy'' of particular 
individuals, is no legitimate ground of process, at least un- 
til its feharactet'has beeh eat^fiilly ei^afnined Vy the Prfe^y- 
*tery; tdr the Pre^bytei'y teing iehalrged wfth tfhe admitti:^ 
f ration bf justice, in isdch 'cases the prdptjr* cehSure (!lannc?t 
be inflicted on those Who tashly rSiisfe a gehfei*al rurtibtir, tffr- 
less there are some investigations hafd as to its nature, and 
the proofs of its. being such a crying fame, as th^ Bofifk of 
I>isciplinc eoncedeis to be a sufficient accuser, so'k^ to ren- 
der it unnecessa;*y to mention the names of any patticiilar 
individuals. 

8. Because it does not appear, that 'the Presbytet^'6*ver 
had before them, any proof of the existence of a crying faihb 
accusing fhe of heresy, or of the things di&irged against me 
in the libel: but allowed the private opinions of the meffti- 
bers, without ever instituting any official inquiry on the 
subject, to be the basis on which tlie existence of a crying 
fame was assumed, as known to Presbytery. 



( 79 

9. Because when the onus proband! in this matter, did 
of right devolve on the Presbytery, my interrogations ad- 
dressed to the court, to ascertain whether common fame is 
my accuser, were d.eclared out of order, and an attpmpt was 
matje to overrule the protest accompanying my plea, which 
in the circumstances of the case, wa^ the, only legitimate 
means J had of maintaining a posture, which I deemed ne- 
cessary to my defe;ic,e. It was distinctly, avowed by Mr. 
J. Williamson, that ihfi Presbytery were not to be held re- 
sponsiblCf. to pitove the existence of a crying fiime, and that 
he would rq^Jst every attempt on the part of l^resbytery, 
to joiri issue with me on my plea, unless I should give 
a pkdge,- that I would not ask Presbytery tp prove, that 
common fame charged me with, each particular count in 
the ii.bel. , 

' 10. Becaiu^e it was acknowledged by thd Moderator and 
Presbytery, that a crying fame l>qd been assumed £rom the 
first by , Pxesbytery, on the .private opinion of the menj- 
hbrs, but not such aery ihg fame, as ia defined, B6q]c of 
Dis, Ch\ip. in, Sec. 6. ' . 

11. 'Because every attempt, to prevent the accused from * 
putting in a plea in point of fact, or of law, and which he ' 
nlay }egitimately do in Aelf deleln<^, is an act of iinjustictr 
and <?ppr,e3sion, that should be carefuHy avoided by every 
cdurt, entrusted with the administration of justice. 

GEO: i)UFFl£LI>, 

Moniiay afternoon, 3 o'clock. 

0X1, motior^ Resolved^ That Mr., Kennedy be a prpsecu^ 
ting Committee, to present and support the charges prefer-^ 
redr Ag(4VQ9t Mf* Duffi^l,d9 whp proceeded immediately to 
present liis testimony, in support of the first specification • 
mentiOR^ in the indictment* 

Mr. M'Knight WUliamspR, was appointed to takq down 
the te^tinjony. 

On motion, Resolved, That Presbytery purchase for 
their own use, a copy of Duffleld on Regen^ratipti; and 
a copy of hi« ^ermpn's on R^eneration. 

On motion, Resolved, That Mr. J. Williamson, be ad^ 
dcd to 'the* prosecuting Coitt mi ttee. 

The following resolutipii was brpif ght in and secoi^ed, viz: 
Resolved, That we hear the evidence in support of each 
charge, in succession, befoi^ the accused be c^Hed an to 
make his defence. The motion was lost. 
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On motion, Resolved, To rcconwtler the resolulion. The 
vote upon the resolution was then taken, and the resolution 
passed: 

It was then moved and seconded, That the trial of the 
accused shall be stopped till to-morrow morning, in order 
to take up the ordinary business of Presbytery, This mo- 
lion was withdrawn, and the second charge was read, and 
the Committee of prosecution proceeded to present their 
testimony, in support of the second specification in the 
charge. * Third specification was read* and the Commit- 
tee presented the evidence in support of it . Fourth spe- 
cification was read, and the evidences presented by which 
its truth is to be supported. ' . 

After recess, the '5th, 6th, 7th and Sth charges iri the 
indictment were read, and the evidence presented by which 
the prosecutors entered, to prove their truth and relevancy. 

The 9th charge was read: 

Mr» J. Williamson give notice, that he iptended lb an- 
swer the protest of Mr. Duffield, so far as he feiels himself 
iinplicated. Adjourned to. meet to^morrQW , mourning a^ 8 
o'clock. , ' 

• Tlierc is m> evidence recorded on the .minuter of PresbyteBy* in proof 
of any one paiiicular, said to be cUarged .against Mr. puffi^ld" Th^ foU 
lowing are the pages of Mr. Duffield's book,, which were cited by Mr. Jf 
Willianison, and which constitute the whole amount of proof exfiibiteti. 
No attempt was made to shew thei*" relevancy, nor any comments whatever 
on what has been called **tiie evidence," except by Mr. Kennedy, on the 
definitiooof Life given by Mr. Duffield. i'hs long list of pages had been 
collated by J. Williamson, and were referred to. and read by him alone, and 
without shewing wherein they were evidence. The Assembly's instruc- 
tions on this subject were not observed. 

Articli t. Duffield on Regeneration— pp. 135, 115, .97, 187., 117, 120, 
122,198,199,200,206. 

A BTicLK 1 1. Duffield on Regeneration— pp. 296—7, .$93» 298—9,: 300, 
301—2. 

AnTiCLS Itt. Duffield on Regeneration — pp. 143 — 4. 

Article IV. Duffield on Regeneration— pp. 290, 291-'- i 287*-8, t^74g 
:369,376, 3.91— 2, 301, 387. 389, 390— 4. 

Article V. Duffield on Regeneration— pp. 302— 3, 387— 95, 383—5, 
395, 287—8, 369, 371, 373, 365—6. 

Article VI. Duffield on Regeneration— pp. 337—8, 277-8, 282, 383-4, 
302,310. 329, 379-r80, 373^4.. .': 

Article VII. Duffield on Regeneratoin— pp. 1S3, 377—9, 361, 3(52, 
198^9. 204, 352—4, 191, 397. 

Article VIU. Duffield on Regeneration— pp. 332—3,542, 318—21, 
322. . 

Aiix^oLi IX. Duffield on Regeneration— pp. 204» 195-7,302-^, 205-6, 
483—4, 489, 491—2, 210. 212, 219, 226, 510, 515, 444—5. 

Sermon's on Regeneration — pp. 11, 12, 20. 

Auticle X. Duffield on Regeneration — pp. 136, 138. 
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• April 16, 1^33. • 

The loth and last charge in the indictment was read, and 
the testimony presented. 

On motion it was, Resolved, That as the Committee of 
prosecution have presented all the testimony in support of 
the charges, that Mr. Duffield proceed to make his defence.* 
To place before Presbytery, the nrianher in which he would 
conduct his defence, he presented the following, viz: 

In obedience to the call of the court, that I should state 
the point which I wish to prove, I now state that I wish to 
prove by meiams of the witnesses cited against me, and in 
attendance, that common fame ivas not my accuser, but that 
charges have been preferred against me, on the ground of a 
general rumour raised by the rashness, censorioushess^ or. 
malice of one or more individuals. 

It was mov^d and seconded. That the point which Mr. 
DufBeld wishes to prove is not relevant, and Presbytery re- 
fused to hear the witnesses on the point. The motion was 

• the l*f wbyteflpy liad informed MrJ Duffield in their citation, that they 
would prove the charges, aaid to be altered against him, by certain wit* ■ 
nesaea which they Jia»n^t members of 1ms Church and congregation. At 
the commencement of this trial, these witnesses who had been cited, w^re 
very conspicaoas, and were much in Presbytery: but after the trial had 
firoceeded aome^length, and it was apparent that the Presbytery had been 
l^atly emb^raased, the Witnesses disappeared from Presbjrtery. Mr. 
Bufiield \ipished them to be examined, as a matter of justice, for it was 
known thiit presbytery had said, they would prove their charg-es by mem- 
bers of hii Ohureh'. But Pre8b3rtery refused to call a «tngle witness. The 
witnesses dreaded, aa -there was reason to believe, the cross examinatton 
of Mr. Dufiield» and when he was called on to produce his testimony m de- 
fence of himsetf, pn looking around ht could discover but one of the Pres- 
bytery's witnesses in the court, viz: Mr. J. McGlure, a member of the 
Fresbytery, Mr« DuAdd knew that according to the usages of courts, he 
was entitled to the benefit of any witness on the part of the prosecution, if 
found in the court. The other witnesses had disappeared, notwithstand- 
ing all that some of them had said, and written to Presbytery, in relatfon to 
Mr. Duffield*s errors, so that Mr. Duffield could not lay his hands on them, 
to examine them under oath, as to what they knew about his errbrs and 
heresy. But Mr. McClure sitting as a judg^, and therefore having to be 
present was liable to be called. Presbytery refused to let him be examin- 
ed by Mr. Duffield, or introduced as a witness in his defence. Mr. Duf&eld 
wanted to prove in the first place, the rashness and malignancy of this pro-' 
secution, and to show the origin and character of whatever crying fame did 
exist, and afterwards, to ascertain if any, what was the character of the tes- 
timony they would deliver relative to his errors. He was confident, that 
when examined on this point by him, he would stand acquitted by the tea* 
timony of the very witnesses cited on the part of the prosecution. But it 
would have exposed certain men, that had tak^n an active part in getting 
up the crying fame, and place them in a very trying situation, and therefore 
the Presbytery let the witnesses abscond. 

11 



carried -i-ant} Mr.' Duf&eld gave notice of his i0tentioi» fo 
appeal to the next General Assembly** ; ^ 
True extract iioin the Minutes. 

J. C. WATSQN, Ckrk. 

PROTEST AND APPEAL^ 

1 protest against and appeal from the decisioti oC ?rtsbj- 
tery, declaring it irrelevant for rtie to introduce testimony 
in proof thitt common fame is not niy accuser,, biit ttrat 
charges have been preferred against liie, on the ground of 
a general rumour raised by \he rashness, cen^ii^ribilstvess and 
itialignancyy of one or more inclmduals. 

I . IJeeaose I had been du\y notilied that John M'Clure> 
Ged. A. Lyon, Andrew ttplmesj, Johhlh'octor, PetierB^ 
Srtirth, James HamiUoh, Andrew !l^air, Tliqs. Trinible, Dn 
W. £J.jChambers, Robt. Clark, and Dr. John Paxloii, would 
b^ cited as ivitneisses agarnst tne, to which fact greal impor- 
tahce had been attached, inasmuch as they wer6 all metnoer^. 
<yf my Church, and therrforey it coiild not fail (o be pre- 
ajimed by many r^ady- to iFoso,- that tiiere W9S Bom^^iug 
erroneous tn my tenotir 6f jyf toeh ing^ ■ 

•2. Because althiE>' th« pti^ptsi iostitdted a|^itrst xht hy 
Presbytery, was declared to be for n>a!htaixrrng and |Mro|H»- 
gatiflg, not only from the press but alto Jrom ike jmlpiif 
•'©♦•roneous doctrfnes at varl^iftie mth th& iMsl impoft^t^ 
and vitdl doctrines, of the stahSard* of the- IViesbyteriati 
Church'' and yet, because sks it w«s stateS^it Woirld be very 
unpleasan^t to the disafiected membefs of my G^iorehy'^wlior 
had indulged their opposition against my sfelf, and ttho had 
in a vague and injurioits manner, petitioned t'resbyte<ry to 
redress ciertnin gr^iv&nrces, tmder wbleli Ib^ siid. thtey U^ 
bout^-^to be examined as witness by the |9r09e6vtfon^ 

* When the Presbytery tinw decided^ in relation to Mr. BuO^eld^a ejitt 
for ihe witness on the part of the proseciitioR, and overruled Uiiij Ii^Ims de« 
f]ence, notwithstanding^ it had been urged, that in tJ>« proj^ess ol" the Iral, 
the very tlttng which he tlieii proposed to do might !»e done, Mr. UtifHelcI 
declined introducingany of his own witnesses. The decision of the Presbytery, 
excluded his own witnesses. He therefore simply declared the facV, Vhat 
lie had been conti-ouled by Presbytery in his defence, and that he intend- 
ed to app^l to the General Assembly. Blr. J. Willianison especfalTy, ob- 
jected to Mr. puflfieldV* introduction of Mr. McClure and otber witiusses, 
and said \\i^\. he would not allow him to introduce tlM-m, unless be would 
shew in writing what he proposed to prove by them, and maJie eaiTt that I>e 
deemed jt important, and unless a new citation should be issued by the 
Presbytery, served at the in*tAnce of the accused ten days previously to 
tiietTmeo'ftrlall!! 



S3 

Dvey 4etUn«<l the introthiction ot the 6aiii«> »tid then cldim-* 
«d thift Bince / had tiot cited Ihein, they could not foe in- 
trodcitoed by me. 

3. Because whea I put in my plea, with regard to the 
noQ^xiisftenee of «erying famoj intending to prove Uiat it 
was mere general rumour, raiaed by the rashness, censorN 
ousness. ^e. of partieular individuals, and not the common 
fame wnfch the Book of Diisctpline describes to be the only 
competent 9«cuser, and which was a fact perfectly traversal 
ble, the Preaby tery refused to join issue with me on th^t 
plea, alledgittg that Men it was out of order to put in suc)i 
« plea, but that «t anothep timo a/Mr I had put in my plea, 
•on the generai issue, I might intrpducQ testimony to dis- 
prove t^ existence of « erying fame. I knew that unless 
this had been traveroed previous to the general tiisue, I pre* 
ekid^ myself from t4ie right and opportunity of doing h 
^tfterwards, and therefore, when the Presbytery were so re- 
luctant to join issue wltli moon that fact, and I was said to 
be quibbtiniic and baffling the doings of Presbytery, by 
<quirk«) 4ic, I entered my plea with a protest, claiming to 
exerci/ip ^'at the proper time" as it was said, the right of 
making h appear that there was no constitutional ground of 
process' against me. Yet when I attempted to exercise the 
right, I was controul^d by the Presbytery ! 

'4. Because the operation of this decision was, to throw 
out all my witnesaes who were in attendance in pursuance 
of my design, to prove that the trial wanted the foundation 
of a prosecutor, and. especially to prove that the prosecution 
fiad acted under mdvice and with consent in this business, 
firom persons high in place and trust in the Presbyterian 
Churcn, and- whose peculiar relation to the Church, or de- 
sire for the public agitation of controverted points before the 
General Aissembly, or to secure the decision of the same in 
relation to existing theological controversies, could never 
justify them while not members of this Presbytery, in in- 
terfering in apy way, directly or indire<?lly^ ifi^ procedures 
afiecting my repuHajLipp, and prpbjil^Iy xny ecclesiaslioa) ^er 
l;4ions and ministerial existence, 

5. because son^e of the witnesses cij^ed pn tb^ ptar^ pf tl\% 
prosecution, having publicly slandered me, through jthe co- 
lumns of ti)e ne\vsp^pers as I coul4 h^ive prov/ed, and x^l^I^se 
injuriojtis representatiooa, had cpntribuli^d to exc^ie the ge- 
neral rumour tha^ did exist, were, by the refusal of ith^ pro* 
secution to introduce, their testimony, and by the operation 
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of this deciaion protected by the Presbytery, so that f erious 
injustiee at home in a collateral. respect, his been done to 
me. When I had an opportunity to expose the falaity of the 
malicious slanders, propagated against me in relation to my 
alleged errors, the Presby tery pverruled it, and thus screened 
my calumniators* Importance was attached by Presbytery to 
their representations, because they were cited as witnesses. 
All the moral effect that could have been produced, by an- 
nouncing the names of certain members of my congrega- 
tion, as witnesses to prove my errors taught from the pul- 
pit ^ was produced, and all the injury such a procedure could 
effect had already been secured, but when I might have 
had an opportunity to put their credibility to the test, and 
expose the nakedness of the grounds of the prosecution, 
the 'witnesses were dismissed, and thus protected from in- 
TestigatioDS,. which would have shewn the vagueness and 
fallacy of their representations, and what degree of credit 
their testimony was entitled to, who had been concerned in 
raising a general rumour. 

OEO: DUFFIELD* 

April 16, 1833. 

It was moved and seconded. That the prosecuting commit- 
tee proceed to shew the bearing of the testimony.on the 
charges of th^ indictment, and that if after Mr. Duffield re- 
sponds, the committee subjoin any thing, Mr. Duffi,eld may 
again reply. 

This motion was carried. 

Mr. J. M'Clure requested the privilege of resigning his 
seat as judge in this matter, on account of the connection 
he had had in the business before Presbytery, and his re- 
quest was granted — and the committee of prosecution pro* 
ceeded. 

Presbytery agreed to have a recess till 3 o'clock. 

3 o'clock, P. M. 

The committee of prosecution proceeded until they de- 
clared themselves satisfied for the present. 

Mr. Duffield entered upon his defense, and having spoken 
at some length. Presbytery agreed to have a recess till 7 
o'clock. 

After recess Mr. Duffield concluded his defense. 

The committee of prosecution proceeded in their reply 
to Mr. Duffiisld, and having proceeded at some length, Pres- 
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. bytery agreed to adjourn till to-morrow morning at 8 
o'clock.* 

Wednesday mornings April 17. 

Presbytery met :lceording lo adjonrnment and was open- 
ed with prayer. Roll was called, &c. . 
' A motion was made that the prosecuting committee be 
discharged, and that the members of Presbytery be called 
upon to give their opinion, and to vote on the charges of the 
indictment. This motion was withdrawn. 

The committee of prosecution concluded their reply to 
Mr. DuflSeld. 

Mr. Grier presented the following resolution, viz: 

Resolved, That though the philosophical speculations of 
our brother have been the occasion of much distraction 
within our bounds, and although suspicions of heresy have 
been excited, in thejudgmebt of Presbytery, Mr. DuffieM 
has not- departed from the doctrines taught in our standards 
and in the Bible. • . 

A motion was made to postpone this resolution to take 
up the followhig, via: 

Resolved, That fhe charges be sustained. 

This motion was carried. The resolution was after- 
ward withdrawn, with the leave of Presbytery, that the 
Toll might be called, that the members of the Presbytery 
might have an opportunity of giving their opinion on the 
eha^es. 

After having proceeded some length in calling the roll. 
Presbytery agreed to have a recess. 

Half past 2 o'clock, P. M. 

Presbytery resumed the calling of the roll, which being 
finished, it was moved. That the vote betaken whether 
Mr. Duffield be guilty or not guilty, on* the first charge, 
add it was decid&d he was guilty. Yeas 7, Nays 4) and 
6 Non liquet A 

Presbytery proceeded to take the vote on the second 

* Mr. Grier obtained leave of absence at any time after the session of 
tto-nig^ht, and Mr* Watson was appointed Clerk in his place. 

t The yeas and nays were as follows on this item, viz: 

Yeas. Williams, Moody^ Denny, M'Knight Williamson, Fattersony 
Clendenin, M'Cormick.— 7. 

iVay». Dr. Cathcart, M'Knig^t, De Witt, Trimble.— 4. 

Non iiquet, Wilson, M'Cahran, Quay, Creigh, Watson, Rutter.— 6. 

Messrs, J. Willismson and Kennedy as prosecuting committee did not 
vote. 



charge, and it was decided that Mr. Duffield was gtultjr* 
Ayes 0, Noes 5, and 7 Non liquet^ 

On the third charge there was a tie, five voted guilty 
and five aot guilty, add the Moderator refusing to give 
the casting vote, the question was taken a aQQond iiitic, 
when there was a second tie. The Moderator Xhw gave 
the easting vote in the negative and Mr, Duffield wii4 prQ* 
Qouneed not guilty of this charge, t 

On the fourth charge it was decided that Mr* jDuffield 
was guilty. Ayes It, Noes 4, and 2 Non iiguet't 

On the fifth charge it was decided that Mr; Piiffi^ld wis 
guilty. Ayes 12, Noes 4, and ^ No^n liquet. ' . 

On the sixth charge it wos decided that Mr.. Di)(Eield was 
guilty. Ayes 12^ Noes 4, and 2 Nvn liquet. 

On the seventh charge it was decided that Mr* Pfttfetd 
^hras guilty. Ayes 12> Noes 4, and 9 Non Hquift. 

Oo the eighth charge it was decided that Mt, Dilffieid 
was guilty. Ayes 12, Noes 4, and 2 NQniiqtief?: 

Oo the niath charge it w|» decided that Mr. DMffield was 
guilty. Ayes 10, Noes 4, and 4 N-n liquet 4 

On the tenth charge it was^ decided that Mr..DM/Se}d was 
not guilty. Ayes 3, Noes 9, and 7 Non liqucl»% 

• On this item yier« were, Ytm. Wiirmats, Mo9d^^ M:^K*'>Vi|liai|ifiPJ9» 
M'Cahnn, Patterson, tnd M'Cormick. — 6. 

Nays, Dr, Cathcart, Denn>, M'Knfght, De Witt, Trimble*— «. 

Ntm liquet, Wilson, Quay, Creigh, Watson, Rutter, ClendeiMIV H*- 
DoweU.-^7. 

t Yea». Blessrs. Williams, Moa4y« irKifii^ht WUI'iainsoia, F4»tter«0!i» 
M'Connick.— 5. 

Nay9. Dr. CatheaK, Messrs. Denny, M'Knight, De Witt, Trimblei and 
Keller* Moderator,— 6, 

Non liquet. Messrs. Wilson, M'Cahr^in, Quay, CrHgh, Watson, Kiittcr, 
Cleiidemn, Itoss, M*Ddwea.-*9. 

t Ytaa, Messrs. Wllliani^, MoMTy, Denny, MCK. Wiltiamson, M'Giili- 
ma, Qms^', Pa(tct89tt, Watson, Sutter* i^lcndcnifi, M'CDrawBlr, And IT- 
Doweil— 12. 
. Nay9, Dr. Cathcart, Me«srs^ M'Knight, De Witt, and Trl^nble.— 4 

Non liquet. Messrs. Witson and dreigli. The vote ovk tlie 5th, ^th, 
7th and 8ch iteras was the sa;ne exact]y with the fuurtji, 

I Yeas. Messrs. WilUams, Moody, Denny, M IC WiUiafnyonj M'C«lii9i9> 
Quay, Patterson, Uutter, Clendenin, x\i*Curmick. — 10. 

Nays, Dr. Cathcart, Messrs. M'Knight, De Witt, 'rrimfale,— 4. 
Non liquet, Messrs. Wdson, Creigh, Watson, .M'DoweM.-r'l, 

§ Yeas, Messrs.. Clendenin and M'^^rmick.^^. 

Nays, Dr. CHtlu:art, Messrs. Moody* Deniyy^ M*Kniglit, Dte Witt, 
Qiiav, Watson, Trimble, and M'DoweU.— 9. 

Non llqaet. Messrs. Williams, AViUon, Creigh, M'K. Williamson, M'- 
Cahran, Tattcrson and Uullcr.— 7. 
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. Mr* Duffi^ld i^Ave nptfce of bis intention to appeal from 
and cqmpUin of the above decision^ and the entire pro- 
ceedings of Presbytery in the case, to the next General 

Assennbly^ 

Tru^ extract from the minutes. 

. J. c. Watson, cierk. 

APPEAL AND COMPLAINT. 

1 [oppeal from .the Vote and decision of JPrQabytery, pro- 
nouneiog me guilty jof the mttters laid tp my char^i^ in thp. 
iaibroaiSiU uncoostitulianal, injurious and equivocal libel, 
presented to me> if indeed it can be called such, and give 
nelicQ that I intend t6 complain of tirif, i^nd of tfie entire 
pr#C!eedidgs of Presbytery in my cosOf to the next General 
Afsenibly* 

.1. Because fliers w neUher now, nor has there ever been,, 
siidh iLconimon fanot agaik)st me, in all> or any: one, of the 
particulars dth&rged upon me, by the Gonimittei^ of prp^cu- 
tido, as tv&uld auihoriAe the Preahyjt^ry to institute pr^oes^ 
in the case^ - 

. life Becamse I dm not guilty of th& things laid \o jpy 
chisngei And in Uius averring^ I take the opportunity to 
exhibit the sentiments which have been so misrepresented. 
Ite daiRg no* I shfeill notiee the «ubjeci9 in the.prder of thd 
charges^ and as far as possiUe^'in eonHectioii with the phra* 
seology of the chatges^ after having brought. into view the 
plnadples whttih bharaderise adherence to the standards iq 
t4ie.£resbyterian Church. 

Subscription to the Confession of Faith. 

. My introduction to the Presbyterian. Church, as one of 
lis Minist^s, was consequent on my ifeceiving and adopt-* 
iHg the Confessioi) of Faiths ''as caaUinin^ the system o( 
d^triaes lAught in the Holy Scripturesi" ajid my approval 
<^^ the government & discipline, of the Presbyterian Gharclv 
iii!those United States^" and promise of subjection to my 
brethren in the liOrd« Ihis promise of subjection is not 
oX pnfiHife.^dienct: 0n4 non-risisiuti^* It is limited 
bjr €0Q«tltMtionai hiw, and the interpretations of that law ai 
givei^ by the sU{>erior courts, to which the Presbytery are 
t/l$niselt^9 amenable. It \s as wide as the whole range of 
tke General Assembly of the Presbyterian Church, and does 
not relate exclusively to the Presbytery of Carlisle^ It im- 
plies m) obligation oif obedience to the mandates of the lat- 
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ter, save as they can claim for them the sanction of the As- 
sembly's authority, and that of the Lord Jesus Christ. • 

My approvial of the government and discipline of the 
Church of the United States, does not commit me as it re-^ 
gard3the h:^ or strict administration of the same, here and 
there by the old or new school: but relates to the priaci- 
pies interwovjsi} i^ its> very constitution, rapd exhibited in 
our form of Government and Book of Discipline. 

My adoption of the Confession of Faith, *^aB cootarnipg the 
system of doctrin^ taught in the Holy ScHptures/' does-aot^ 
obligate me to prefer or adopt this man's or the other's, this 
party's or the other party's, exposition of any of its doc^ 
trPnes. It is the system contained in that Oonfessiony 
which I have ex ariimo adopted. My ordination vow 
does not bind me to use, or to prefer, or even always, 
to approve the phraseology employed in the Confession 
of Faith, in exhibiting this or the other doctrine of the- 
system. If I have rejected the system^ or if T have reject- 
ed an essential item or.doctrine of the system^ I iiave-ab* 
jured my faith professed, when I made my ordination voiv.i 
It is the system to which my vow extends and no further. 
What a system is, scarcely needs enquiry, A system ii* 
theology is a scheme which unites many doctrines in order. • 
Sometimes they are arranged on eei^tain philosophicsT, and' 
at others metaphysical principles, which assume a leading 
importance, and give character to all. Thus we have the 
Pelagian, and Semi-Pelagian or Arminian, Ceilvinistic, High 
Hopkinsian, Antinomian, Universalist, Arian and TJnitari<-: 
an, and Other systems or schemes of doctrines. The sys- 
tem of our Confession, is cpntessedly and avowedly, in op- 
position to all the other schemes, the calvivistic, setting 
forth the freeness and sovereignty of divine grace, in the ef- 
fectual calling of a sinner through the vicarious sufferings of 
Christ, the only sacrifice for sin, and through the power- 
ful influences of Ihe^Holy Spirit, operating on hian as a free 
agent. It is opposed to every system which, either on the 
one hand, makes the Vmner the author of his own salvation/ 
or on the other, the God of Holiness the author of sin. It 
is well known, however, that, among Calvinists, there are 
differing opinions and modesofexplainingdifferentdoctrines, 
some contending for a decretum absolutum^ on the high 
Supra Lapsarian scheme, thus making God to predestinate 
men to eternal life or death, not only without all respect 
to character^ but also without respect to them even as.^ 
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crtnftd beings J i. e. astictually brought mto existence; «vhite 
others conceive tliat His decree of Salvation and Reproba- 
tion, has reference to men as ruined Tallen creatures:— that 
some insret upon Regeneration being produced by the im- 
mediate power of the Spirit over and above, and independent 
of the means^ while others maintain, that it is by and through 
the trutJi, virhich is made efiectaai to conviersion: — that some 
believe and teach the deptndunct of fallen men on the grace 
of God, to be that of the creature on the divine jjower, atid 
his inability to be absolute, without the creation of a new 
species of ability in him, while others insist that his in- 
ability is qualified, so that in the vWy )arigua||;e of the Con- 
fession, ^^as a natural man he is indisposed, disabled and made 
opposite to all good,^' and is so dependant on the special, 
powerful, super-hatural agency of the Spirit of God, that 
if left wholly to himsfelf as a natural tnaii, he never would 
repent and turn to God:— that some e^^hlbit the atotiement 
of Christ as a specific sacrifice, provided exclusively for the 
sins of the, elect, while others regard It as a provisioti of 
mercy 6n the part of God, the great moral Governor, by 
means of which He can consistently forgive sin, and be just 
in justifying every sinner that repents, and believes ift iesus 
Christ These and such like differences of opinion, have 
ever existed among Calvinists on this, and otner kindred 
points of the system, and a liberty, both of opinion, and 
of the mode of explaining the doctrines of Election, Re- 
generation, Human dependance and depravity, the Spirits 
influence, and the nature of the Atonement, &c. has long, 
been conceded in the Presbyterian Church, to h;Br Minis- 
ters, as various public acts testify. Different modes of ex- 
plaining the same essential truths, are and must be tolerated 
in every Church, as long as they are the truths of the sys- 
tem professed by that Church. If I have abandoned the 
Calvinistic ground, or hold one solitary doctrine at Variance 
with the Cdvinistic system, as set forth in our Confession, 
then Kttk I guilty: but I elaim the right of explaining these 
doctrines, in other terms than those employed by my judges. 
Before I can be condemned, it must be shown that I have 
denied, that the "system of doctrine*' contained in the Con- 
fession of FaJth is agreeable to the Scriptures, t have re- 
jected human philosophy and theory y as engrafted ^n the 
facts of Revelation, and used to interpret the Standards: 
but I have adhered to the Confession of Faith, as interpreted 
by the proper rules of exegesis, and as it commends itself 
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to the judgment of every man of eommon sense, aibpting 
that judgment, as given in the very language quoted by one. 
of the survi\ing Father's of the Presbyterian Chi>rch, in 
his 6th letter to Presbyterians, entitled ^^Adherence to our 
doctrinal standards.'' 

I have not impugned the Standards, nor have I taught 
'Moctrines and opinions at variance, with some of their 
most important and vital doctrines." And in support of 
this denial, I present the following statement in reply to 
the charges, in so fa>i* as I can apprehendi the mieaniug of 
the same. 

Nature and definition of Life. 

The iSrgt charge relates to the subject of Life. .This is 9 
sut>jpct on.which my oninions cannot be hereticalj let them 
be whVt they may. Fpr neither do the Scriptures nojr the 
Standards define life. The private note of Presbytery sub- 
joi{)ed to this charge^ designed to apologise for its being 
made, will not ])rav6 its relevancy. If 1 have said any 
thing that is heretical, being influenced so to do by a false 
definition of Life, what I have said should ^>aYe been quo- 
ted, and shown to be heretical as the Assembly have de- 
cided. The Presbytery do indeed in the first clause quote 
my, definition of Life. If I may interpret their objections 
from observations made in their Review, and by some of 
their members, thiey assume it, ^ that life is a created sui- 
stance or essence, something which has as certain and dis- 
tinct; an existence, and properties and powers of its own, as 
have matter and spirit* It is admitted on all hands by its ad vo- 
cat^^that this essence is impalpable & imperceptible, & never 
yet has been detected by the most prying physiologist. But 
the same thing may be said of matter and spirit, and there- 
fprf , tit IS thought, that if the existence of the essence which 
we call matter, and of spirit too, can be legitimately proved 
by induction, we may as legitimately infer the existence of 
an essence, or substance called life, possessing its own pecu- 
liar properties, andl powers, and operation^. 
.V Th^ is confessedly the only, argument, which has the 
s^mUlance of validity, in favour of the existence of a vital 
essence or principle of Life distinct from, and the proxi- 
mate cause of those actions we call vital. Vl it can be 
shewn to be inconcliisive, there remains not a shadow of 
proof that such a thing exists* 

To deny its existence, I am aware is a bold and adventu- 
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roirs undertaking, inasmuch as it is certain to find a whole 
host of popular prejudices, the assumptions of some philo-^ 
sophical men of all ages, the authority of high antiqxjity, 
and the consecrated nomen<:lature <of a certain school of 
Theology, directly in array against it. But how often 
have the assumptions of mankind, which for ages have con- 
trouled popular belief, been found erroneous! Polytheism 
has for thousands of years prevailed in the world, notwith- 
standing the unity of God is stamped on every part of crea* 
tion. The world was long accounted the centre of the uni- 
verse, and the Sun and the Heavens, are supposed by the 
ignorant, to revolve round the earth. The doctrine of 
transmigration, has prevailed in the Mythology of many .na- 
tions, for many centuries. Budhism with its disgusting 
absurdities, is the religion of nearly half the present popur 
lation of the Globe. 

The mere antiquity of an opinion, or tlie universality of 
its adoption among mankind-, is no proof of its truth. . The 
opinion of the ancient Heathen on the subject of life, can be 
of no authority^ for God, in the estimation of many of them, 
was the soul of the universe — and his essence infinitely dif- 
fused— <the animating principle of every thing that. lived; 
this essence, co-eternally existing with matter. 

Anchises taught Aeneas that the internal spirit, agreeably 
to the Pythagorean philosophy, was the animating princi- 
ple of the world. 

*<Principio coelum, ac terras, camposqne liquentes, 
Lucentemque globum Lunx, Titaniaque astra 
Spiritus intus ajit; totamque infusa per«rtiis 
Mens agitat molem, et magno se corpore miscet 
Inde homlnum peciiduinque genus, vitxque volantiifn, 
fit quK marmoreo fei*t monStra sub xquore pontus.** 

Know first thM Heaven's <compacted frame. 
And flo^^lng waters, and the starry flame— 
Attd both the radiant lights, one common soul 
Inspires, and feeds, and animates the whole: 
This active mmd infused tbro' all the space. 
Unites and mingles with the.mighty masa! 
Hence men and beasts the breath of life obtain. 
And birds of air, and monsters of the mainl 

AENEID VT, T24. 

According to Lucretius it was something more volatile 
than heat, or air, or vapour, concurring with all, however, 
in the formation of the soul or mind, but entirely beyond 
the reach of human observation or research! 
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" Nam penitus prorsum latet liacc natura subestqiic, 
Vcc mftgu iMfC tnfira qiiid<|«aiii est m eorpore nostra, 
Atqjue »fiiaui«st wiaam prc^porrolotiiw »|}sa»" 

Far from alf visioft tKi9 profound] j larks? 
Thro* the whok: ^tiani^i ulmoait depth difiased, 
Aud lives ts aokik, q'cju of the •oul its^f ! 

I4IIC. Dc« iUv N»t. 3^ 274. 

an idea which approximates, if it is not identical with, 
the modern notion of LtfeV being a principle, or substantial 
Gflsenee poMesstng its own peculiar properties. 

As to the Stahlian doctrine of the soul's being the life of 
the body, ii m fact concedes the rery point that life is not 
a principle, or substantial essence per se. 

The argument in favour of such a principle, is by no 
meanft cenclesive. For the q.naIogy between it^ and that 
whteh prores the existence of matter and spirit, is not 
complete. We infer the existence of matter i. e. of a sub- 
stratum, in which are resident the qualities of badiesi be- 
raose we are so constituted, that we do instinctively connect 
with our sensations, the idea of some real substance without 
«Sj whence tiiese sensations are derived. The existence of 
matter, therefore, is an intuitive truth. 

In like manner we are so constituted, that we instinctive- 
ly connect with our consciousness of thought, the idea of 
some active thinking principle, or agent which we call spi- 
rit or mind. The existence also 01 a thinking essence^ is 
an intuitive truth. To doubt or deny either, we must vio- 
late the fundamental principles of our rational n^uxe. 

But it is not tlioa with Life. Neitiier sensation nor con- 
sciousness, compel U9 to the belief of a vital essence. The 
idea of it is not necessarily, or commonly associated with 
either. Neither is^ our idea of life that of a simple essence, 
as in the case of matter and spirit. It is by no means a 
simple idea, but very complex, and invariably involves the 
notion of some uniform relationship, between the actions 
or phenomena, which we call vital. 

The admission of a cause of vital actions, does not ne- 
cessarily imply the idea of a vital essence or principle. 
We can, and do conceive of causes operating to promote, se- 
cure» and proiang our life entirely independent, and remote 
from that, of a substantial principle. And even when 
physiological theories, may have led us to adopt the idea of 
a vita! essence, we are just as much at a loss to conceive of 
what it is that gives that essence its energy^ as we are to 
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conceive of the vital actions aod functions^ without th6 idea 
of a vital pavrer. There is not, therefore, in fact any thing 
gained hy the idea of a vital essence. It only moltiplien 
causes, or at best helps us to associate, and arrange in our 
minds whole series of actions, and a great variety of causes 
under one general classification. It is indeed an atheistic 
metaphysical abstraction, invented to help the mind, as it 
were, in giving locality to whole series, and endless va* 
rieties of secondary causes independent of God. 

An accurate observation of physiiriogical phenomena too, 
does not render this abstraction necessary to assist us in 
forming an idea of life. For take for example^ those of 
tl>e irritability, and contractility of the muscular fibre, 
and the sensibility of the nervousi matter, petfectly diverse 
in character, and destined for difierent purposes, and yet 
conjointly embracing the whole series of changes, and mo- 
tions efiected in the animal system* U is in the continnal 
play of these susceptibilities of our animal nature, that the 
phenomena of Life are found. We are as fully authorised, 
froni tlie entirely difierent character of the phenomena of 
fibrous irritability and nervous sensibility, to infer the ex* 
istence of two inherent principles essential to life, as of the 
one called vital power, or a principle of life. 

Beside, the idea of a power or energy^ such as is denoted 
by the phrase vital principle, differs essentially from that 
of substratum or simple essence, such as we conceive 
matter or spirit to be. Admitting also, that there is no 
such thing as annihilation, and that a vital essence, if such 
a thing exists, is not a part of God, but a created substance, 
it follows that Life never dies, and consequently all essential 
life is immortal, which, take it in any way is an absurdity! 
The truth is, that the assumption of a vital essence, a»1iie> 
controuiing power infused into organized bodies, fi>r regula*^ 
ting their functions, and stimulating their actions, will ne* 
cessarily lead us, either to the old Heathen philosophy, which 
identified the whole animation of our Globe^ in all the de- 
partments of life, with the essence of the Deity^^an idea 
often found lurking in the phraseology of those divines, 
who talk of all life being an emanation from Grod — or that 
God has created innumerable essences, which are necessa- 
rily indestructible, and which after having animated vari* 
ous forms of being, and retired from them, exist some where 
in the universe of God, either flying like the **Infantum que 
animae flentes in limine primo," seen by Aeneas at his en- 
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tranco to Hell, or passed, by process of Metempsychosis, 
into the bodies of other men and beasts, &c. The argument 
therefore, in favour of the existence of a vital essence, is by 
no means conclusive. 

It is not the same process of induction, that infers a prin* 
eipleof life, which does a material or spiritual substratum. 
The assumption of such a principle, is by no means necessa^ 
ry to the idea of life, nor commonly associated with the 
word, when it is employed, till men are taught by philoso-^ 
phy to do so. We can conceive of the totality of those 
changes, motions and actions, which take place in an indi- 
vidual being, and which constitute the sum of its life, as be* 
ing produced by the immediate, i.e. the concurring 2(nd 
present agency of the Spirit of God, combining the effects 
of an endless variety of secondary causes^ in one particular 
locality, viz: the material or the spiritual essence, of the be- 
ing, or both. Here we have a sufficient cause, an intelli- 
gent efficient ever operative agent, called distinctively the 
Spirit of Life, while his essence is by no means identified 
with the life of the creature. The cause of Death is thus 
seen to be exactly what the Bible says, the withdrawing of 
his agency. '*Thou takest away their breath, they die and 
return to their dust.'* Psalm 104, 29. And to this result 
at last must they come, who maintain the existence of a vi- 
tal essence. The only difference is, that th6y subject the 
endless secondary causes that contribute to life, to the con- 
troul of a vital essence, which vital essence they make to 
be absolutely dependent on God, thus unnecessarily multi- 
plying causes, whereas, the definition and views advanced 
in my book, put all these secondary causes at once under the 
direction, and controul of the Spirit of God, in whom we 
are said to live, and move, andhave our being, His agency 
being contimially exerted in combining, and preserving in 
harmonious action, the various powers and susceptibilities, 
with which He has endowed the material and spiritual con- 
stitution of man. 

There is a peculiar correspondence between the account, 
which is given us of the origin of man^s life, in the Sacred 
Scriptures, with the observations of physiologists and che- 
mists. It is said, that after God had made the entire frame 
of Adam^s animal body, '^He breathed into (his) nostrils the 
breath of life, and man became a living soul;" and altho^ the 
phrase breath of life may denote the Spirit of God, whose 
agency is more especially concerned in the department of 
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lative designation of the Spirit, when we take into view the 
reiparkable and primary a.gency, which atmospheric air ha» 
amonj5 all the different secondary caqses, or instrume^its 
employed in the support of our bocjies, ip a living state. 
Physiologists hav^ ascertained, that inspiration^ with which 
commences the life of every. child that.is born into the 
world, and whlph, continues in regular series, till deaths 
holds a place in the animal economy,' whicb entitles it to be 
called first in point of importance, as well j^s first in point of 
time. The oxygen in the airj..vyhich inflates the lungs in 
every inspiration, as it comes in conta.ct with the blood re- 
turned by the veins, and exposed in the vesicles of the 
lungs to it, effects a change in the colour and character of 
the , blood, by wliioh it becomes thoroughly assimilated, 
to the nature of the .animal system, it is destined to sup- 
port. An increasied degree of temperature also, is thu^ 
produced, which renders it more fluid, and better adapted for 
easy transmission, thro' the system, by the action of the 
heiart and arteries. Here is the first ^nd ever . operating, 
stimulus, which warms the whole; system into action,. and 
preserves the being in a living state, apd 9n,2iCcoupt pf the 
important uses which it serves in the animal economy, and 
its power to increase heat, arid preserve^ the blood in a fluid 
state, and adapt it to the nourishment and healthful action, 
of all the organs pf the body, it has been called the vital air. 
Tbis vital air is the essence, if such an essence exists in na- 
ture j. but it is a m^re subordinate agent uncjer the controul 
of -tlie great first cause, an,d however, we may pei:sonify it, 
philospp.hically speaking, it cannot be designated as a vital 
essence, in the sense in which this phrase is physiologically 
understood. 

With these remarks I pass to the consideration of the usus 
loquendiy the usages of speech on this subject, and of tlie 
correctness of the definition,, which has been so authorita- 
tively pronounced erroneous and absurd. 

The term life is used in different senses. Sometimes it de- 
notes a siaiCf aswhen we distinguish between the Jiving 
aud the dead, and speak of the former as in a state of life, 
and the latter in a state of death — and when wp distinguish, 
between the present. and future state saying — the state of 
this life, and the future state. Sometimes it is used to de- 
note Ihe historical account of the course of actions^ and 
conditions^ and scenes^ arid events, through which an iu- , 
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dividual has passed^ or in which he had been particularly 
concerned. In this sense we use it, when applied to books, 
as The Life ol Pay son, The Life of Doddridge, meaning at 
One time the book, and ac another time the account of the 
man's actions, contained in the boot. Sometimes vre use 
it to denote the wh^lt series of actions^ trarnspiring in 
an organised being. Thus we talk of the life of an insect, 
which is but for a day, and the term of nlan's life, which is 
seventy years. It is in this latter sense, in which it is most 
commonly used, and best understood. It is used too by 
Prosopopeia, as in Romans viii, 38. 2 Cor. Iv, 12. Also, 
meionymically to denote the means of subsistence, and of 
eternal salvation, as when Christ is cadled — ^the Life — the 
bread of Life; and our Confession talks of the Covenant of 
Life. — And not onfreqxiently it is used metaphoricatly^ to 
denote, the influence of some person or thing, in promoting 
or securing the manifestations of life, as when it is said such 
an ooe was the life of the company, or such a thing is the 
charm or comfort of life — to denote enjoyment, as such a 
thing gives a zest to life. Thede and many other accepta- 
tions in which the word life is used, both in the scriptures 
and in common parlance, I did not think it necessary par- 
ticularly to notice in my Book, but deemed it only import- 
ant to ascertain, if possible, the radical idea which would 
best correspond with, and naturally lead to the different 
secondary significations in which the word is used. This 
seemed to be of primary importance, because the Sacred 
Scriptures do so frequently use the word life In a spiritual 
sense, to denote the characteristic state and actions of the 
unrenewed man. I professed to do no more than to ap- 
proximate this idea. My mind was first roused to the 
consideration of the subject, by an incidental remark made 
on the subject in the class-room, twenty years since, by 
my much admired and distinguisKedinstructor Dr. J. M.Ma- 
son, who, while he did not profess to define it, afiSrmed^ 
<Hhat we do always associate with our idea of life, that of ac- 
tion and enjoyment.*' 

The definition I have ventured to give, I will not pretend 
to say is perfect, or sufficiently intelligible to those who have 
not thought much on the subject, especially who have as- 
sumed the existence of a vital essence or principle, and never 
adverted to the very many different senses in which the 
term occurs. I have aimed at the truth, as nearly as possi- 
bfe;^?knd the definition I think when examined will be found 
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lo demote ths^ ei^tiTe phenomena which wc call life in all 
thipfir varieties^ ^g far^as tl^ey ai>e yiewed simply as diacon* 
t^^ ^om t^ir4)aase^ It f^QV^s the whole range of living 
hej^g% andJ^asA^li^aUe (^ th^ lifej9f the Infinite ' Su- 
preo^e^j^sto the lo\ve^ form among; His creatures in which 
it is £i»u«d. When I say tl^t it coasists in. the re^gular se- 
ries of relative actions, ^c*, I do not mean to say, that ac- 
titans simply, ar^. what we call life, for there are the acjbioQa 
of the needle produced by the. magnet, — of the gold leaf in 
the Electi^ometer, and: of other eiQcirified substancQ3,^af the 
muscles of the body by Galvaniam,--^o£ the machinery oif 
the mill by w^ter,-^-of the watch by the springy-^-^of the 
steam engine by the fir^ and the. like. To cite these things, 
as proofs of the inaccuracy of the definition, is uncandid and 
illpgiqal, for the fictjona (contemplated in the definition, are 
qualified by ti^. following circumstances. (I.) They must 
tfafuq^ire in ion individufU imng* This suggests the idea of 
orgjin^i^tion, wben thei subject is material, and capacity or 
susceptibilities answerable to organization, when it is not. . 
To have introdutced the idea of organization into, the defini- 
tion, would not have done, for then would it have covered 
but a small portion of those beings, of which we; predicate 
life. The entire Stpiritual world would have been. excluded, 
l^h^refore.the pbrasQ individual being, as applicable to ma- 
terial and 4spiritiia.l» organized and unorganized substances, 
w^s adapted. (^0 Theaotiona transpiring in an individ-*, 
ual being, of whl^h life ia predicated^, are in r^ular strii^ s 
one or more, that is, they are not casual actions, bnt.contin-*- 
uous, being regulated by a certaiiilaw of progrefi^of),or 8^0* 
cessjpn. Th\iajn maa there are the regular pi:oceiwies of 
respiration, c^irculation of the blood, assiniliation, absorptiaa, 
perspiration, digestion, growth &c., not to mention othjera 
in hiaanii|[ial body^and of seniNitiony consciousness, percep*- 
tion, reflection^ imagination, and other mental operations 
which characterize hia mind or spirit, and ail these opour 
according to^ fixed, laws, and are simultaneously transpir- 
ing, and together constitute the life of man. Therefore they 
are said to be in regular ^erieSf in contradistinction from 
those which accidentally or occasionally occur, sa those 
which take place when a man is electrified, (be, pro^ 
duc^d by causes entirely without himself, and not t^iik^i in 
an estimate of his Life. And because they have a relation 
to each other, and a mutual dependence, they are said to be 
(3d) relative, (4th) The next circumstance {ip^p^ip tb^ 
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definition is, that these actions are appropriate, that 15, (o the 
design of the Creator in making the creature. There are 
actions which take place in an indiridual being, that are 
wholly inappropriate, as those of putrefaction in theorgan^ 
ized body, which do not constitute part of itA^Iife, and ner- 
dr were designed by God to be accofinted such, • and the 
immoral and ginfal actions of the rational creature, (5th) 
The last circumstance that qualifies the actions of ivhich we 
predicate life, is, according to my definition, that they are 
chnracterisliCy that is, of the individual being, either as an 
individual, or as in common with hi? species. It is the 
stamp of peculiarity, by which he rs distingul^ed as a ape* 
eies, or an individual of that species. AH theae things must 
be necessarily taken into view, if we would form an adeqoate 
idea,'of that complex thing we call life, and the diffietrlty of 
compressing them into few words in a definition, I felt to 
be very great. My desire was to be true to the life, if I 
may here speak metaphorically, and put no more in the 
definition than what was necessary* 

That onte' simple and uncompounded essence, or that any 
otie substiince, power or principle whatever, ahouW be the 
cause of all those varied actions, of which in ordinary par- 
lance, we predicate life, is to me inconceivable, and mani* 
festly contrary to fact; on which account I excluded from the 
definition the words principle, cause, or power, or any other, 
ivlii'chwo^ld convey the idfea so utterly unsupported either 
by oljsfcfvation or scripture, by dxperiment or indtiction, 
that Life* is an essence; 'or that the term life is trsed in or- 
dinary or Bible parlance, to denote sucfh a thing. 

Its bearing on the doctrine of Regeneration is obvious. 
To see the falsity of this assumption,' was new and glorious 
light to my mind, which had imbibed the philosophy of Dr. 
Ow^noh this subject, and which was of necessity, accordrhg 
to his id^s of Life and Regeneration, in the habit of> re- 
gardfng'the*ageney of-God in producing the sinners regen- 
eration, i. e. ih ^'infii^ng a spiritual life,'* as miicb that of 
phyisic^'l power or creative efficiency, as in giving exisfeciee 
to the vital essence, which it assumed constituted the life of 
the bodyi When I saw there was no proof ofthe existence 
of such a substance furnished by physiological researches or 
by Scriptifre, — I perceived it was altogether improper, to 
understand the la<nguage of the Bible by attaching ideas to 
the term Life, which were improperly taken for granted, 
snd^ then> on tiiis false and fictitious foundation, to explain 






'^\t ffti'.lsof Smpture^ God speaks to us in Uie language of 
^common pavhince, and itoi of human philosophy. I have 
tiesigned) in unfolding my ideas of lifo^ to go no farther than 
the observations of common sense, which invariably conrey 
4ibe'']d6a of Kction appropriate to the nature of the subject^ 
wiHiocit entering on the philosophical ground, or advancing 
any tdeu as to the eause ot the actions we call vital. This 
is a disputed point> and remains to this day unsettled, even 
Qmotig physiologists. The assumption of the e^cistence of 
« vital essence, thepefiM«e^ rs iUeisitimate. To incorporate ft 
in a definition, is t« confound. theory with definition. To 
employ a deftmtion, a^'oonstnicted, for the illustration of 
*Scripturey is not allowable on any just principles' of Her- 
menetitlds. 1 eahnotiseehow it is possible to avoiid the 4Bon^ 
«lilsion, that regeneraiibn is a physical changjey wrought ky 
thet>at(iral Omnipoietite of C^a^and depravity a physical es- 
«i^nce, prodaeing'sin by aineoessity of nature, if tlieassunip^ 
tibnis ttuei thait life is ian^ essence or 6ubstiinoeV Dr. Owen 
ivas not startled at these 'ooliehisiohs. They; both held a 
^^ondpidubus place in hiidisystem, and it is easy to see in hib 
-wotkon the Holy Spirit, hoW his theory /oh the subject of 
iftfe tentributed to confirm- themboth^aitnl led to tibe ^ross 
pn^tkial Armiflrianinatj of ^whiah he was oeoasjiaMiaUy guilt)^ 
tidtwitHstaiMiiiirg hfs seallajpcoldstitf spcctrlatiTOiy^oiisiderek 
fio^dheseeonelosiens ardinow almost univensailjr admitted 
tofje^fKibvisriiiveof the>ddd;rine>df Fjnee Ageli'cy^>(>^ 
-sibnof >PttithsanctioiKri'i»^ther, biiteiipreiwly^enies the4ast4 
*A% therefore, thfattanposclttjiyi be charged 'i^ost me, iin 
lie^ctlo^'my deilitHibn>of Li£e, is^ thai I have exqltided aa 
^sbtiiptioh that has never t^beeh proVed^ wbich isimcre' tfae^- 
ory'a(t'bdttf'fmSupperMdby!iBdiictLV)ephik>k)phy,4aid< 
infallibly leads to conclusions destructive of the^fteeageney 
of man, and productry^ of jkabtip^i habits of thought and 
fe0)ing,inj.0riou6to theim^rtal hoj^s and jsalvatloao^^en. 
i£ Ib^vfi erred, and Jr^uitiivisopppse.d, to i^^j^X shall jPejoiic^ 
io .be inftroduQcd to her*. !. I Jj^vite so^ie christian. brother tio 
do so, who himself is acquainted wltl^ her, Afith^rity. »fi 
never satisfy. Discipline here, I consider to.l;>e unbrotherly 
and unchristian, and better suited to the Ce^his of the Ro- 
fliaB:HttFart3hy, than totheP^riesbyterian Ch|uu*ch ofti^V. 
^tatsis*' ' •«■ 'w . 

. The Life of God. 

•' As lothe ae<!Ontf telaisre in this ferst'charge, viz: ■ *«Tbal 
I believe tliat the Life of Gkid himself is not:df6tkigtH«ii(()l^<^ 
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from his own holy volitions aad actions" I have u^dnio 
tuich languagjB» But I bave.saidrl canoot think ^^i>^Q i^ in 
Him 9i vital principle dMin^inhM^. from Hi;) hpl^-afi* 
tioQs. I have, used definite t^jnna^ 9, vUaf. p»ktk^\ple 
to dlsnote some easeaee or mb^w^ h^yiofg pOWQftJ^^^'^. 
I sajr- tttpt I cannot cpnoeii^e of «UQb a substance as n^siti^nt 
in^ and: animating the spirllaal essenK^ of, Qodt.and tbti0 
exciting His hply yothionstand wrtiffos... The Ffoabyti^Kjr 
ha^e sufasiituted anolben wotd^ aa( VagoQas an^ iott^e whole 
Tooabulary. . I cannot di9ti«tgMi$b'iA.in^miM.betw 
essence of Godyidnd arTitaliprinttJt^e.'aft'thiat.QSMnQei^ii^rdO 
I knoMT any thiAg of the life oSiGroir^b^ikQak iti^vo: haky 
Yolitioiis ahd:)afittoa8». whiohii»*i|(i.hi^ex(^ivjely:in hjnt- 
ael£ I believe a» ibe(jBQnptulwtia|lcI»s^tbat:<^^)et Fattier 
hath) life ia hinuelf;.'^ or as tihoiCofi&smoo teaebea^ that 
^(Sod hatb aU;lifein.arid'o£htja]»ti^:iind'iaalQiie iotand^unto 
a^L siiffictenfyi Qot:8lftiiding<iii'. need .0^ any or ei^ture which . he 
hath made/' andt that ^iletafameis^tbe fQurttaiOi of all ibiQ- 
ingw^' Chap, iiw Sec. t« Asi Uk) tberphiloapphy * pft allr life 
being afi; emanatieh. fnomi .Giod) altftougbjt oan.be, ti^aoed 
£iEf iujbb antjiq[uity^ ami may by; 5^mei be tboogbt! to* lie. eoi^ 
o€8led)in sDiM topredsipha ofi tbe-iCoofessioo^ialid baa b^en 
eniplpyxidctDtpEOTe the ^fft/bndoHof. those who* WOMldthaf^e 
thesiriaeoiatoMeftfritipiaiftl^'^yigilJta^ uii^deffi^oUlgfttim^ 
loreecdre^ it^^ooib^aay wHethertiibia invoLvlQd^.oD iflfiQ^H^ iH 
•Iheilanguage att tt^ 'Ck>iifasakm..i . Sb^Hildi I J^riy-: i^ . I ifmcMt 
oensarahlfiL Sfabald(Ffieahy.te9]f!affinii it^ tbei(fiQ^I».^t; r99r 
quineit&Ad^tioQ; by; m»i for thftj(^Qttfeaftion,ia{a€oQfe^Qn 
of F^th> nobofipbiloaophy, and Ihordixttftinii \JlmUMlk^4§ 
anfeniaeationifiioinfi Ood^or tfiat'tbe'/aoul<of mliPriaiE((^rmi<^ 

— Skemd Ghavgei 

Th^sccph^^ charge contains *tiir^ They ii^iiihei* 

eontsih ti^y l^^a^ nor oxj^eH^libe sentiinenl^ ei^t^rtaifaed 
byltife^ iit)r tiiat^ai^e affiiTO or advdcsieted itt' my^Boi*.^ 
0%el4Hdr(piy'rtarked a$ a quptati<)«ja^ 

.. ; V X^eJmagiiPfGpd^ ^ 

1^ thiHH] eharge b £dMI «nd im^Ievant. The language 
of Presbytery charges me with maintaining in the most afb^ 
solute sense that thef^Image orOjOD'^ &c., principally con* 
siirtQdun ft^tbrisefp^d lifc^/' v^b^rea^Jbavf^only saidr that in 
trs^i^gtc %^: flj^ecific diffeneDce in the features of tiie .Dzvine 
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Image, as enstamped. on' men afid on angels> the threefold 
li£e iitf ^ikiaQ jhadowing forth a representation of the Great 
three iri:one,J» of principal importance. I am not speaking 
of the image of (rod in man, as God is absolutely considered, 
but tlle'i^ag<{ of God- in man, as God is viewed in respect 
^ftheiTruiity of persons, and as the image of God in man, 
ttiajr bepetali&r to man, at^dharacteristically different from 
th6. imQge, df God in Angels; 

, That the. Presbytery should have thus charged me, after 
whatr I: hive saiid in my complaint to Synod ou this subject, 
Ia a eirbi|m»t$0ce th4t I fiitd aa difficult to reconcile with 
any thiirng Jibe frat'ernal feelings. tow&rds me, as with sound 
logic. I know of no dialectics^ (hat can torture $ny language 
intoi *«ii lisittBanihg., , 

.' But /suppose it does ntean what Presbytery sayj what 
tb9n^ Ia:t^e spiritiHd life,, whi^h I maj^e to be one of the 
{larta 6jF tii0)diviae Xmag0 ia man,, prpntouncisd'to be of prior 
eittfiV! icmsfe^jLienbe^ is included, as the Book shows, Know!*- 
ed^,/Rigbteou«Qess and Holiness, all that lyhich the Presr 
b^ler)^ d&em eadential^' as vtrdl asr the powers of vqluntary 
agency), whkh others, iti&y think as much so. 

Corcenant with Adam. 

* The clause^^ contained in the third charge, I presume are 
iirideTStood by 'the Presbytery, to be equivalent with charg- 
ing ma; with a. denial of Uie second section, chap. 7, of the 
Confession of Faith, and the 22d answer of the Larger Cat- 
eetiism. I hava never denied; this' article of the Comessibn, 
nor is. tiiereany thing in. my book, that can fairly be thus 
intrepneted. I have indeed not used the phrase "covenant 
of works,'' but substituted an equivalent, less technical^ and 
better adapted' to the apprehension of the ordinary hearer, 
and' directing the attention to the public justice of God ajs 
the great moral'Gbvernor of the Universe, in oi^er to avoid 
^me;practical effects of a deleterious character, which re- 
sult among the uneducated, by the use of terms whqse im- 
port is taken from. conamercial transactions among men, and 
from, the. principles of commutative justice, recognized and 
esftahlished by humap laws. I have used constitution for 
covei^nt, a thing done by- some of the soundest,. and: most 
orthodox divines that have ever written, some of whom I 
have qpoted on this very pointv and among them Dr. Owen 
the great Coryphaeus of Calvinism. I certainly am under 
no obligations of any sort, to use the words of the Confession, 
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much less those in which this or the other divine or Pretf- 
bylery explain them, if I think I can make mysetf better 
understood, by using others that convey the true idea of the 
Confession. 

If I say that in the first constitution (the people in the 
United States understand this word very wellj which God 
ordained with man* He promised to Adam, that he, and all 
his posterity after him, should enjoy eternal life, provided 
that he would personally and perwctly obey his command- 
ments, 1 think I express the very idea intended tb be 
taught by this section of the Conf(ission. This I believe. 
This I teach, and there has nothing ever come from my ISps^ 
or my pea contradictory of it. 

If I say that in the constitution, which Ood olxlained 
with Adam as a public person, he was sd place|[t: by Obd, 
and stood so related to his posterity that his acts afiR^cted, nclt 
only himself, but also hid poBt^srity,-— that God designedt 
ly made trial of human nature in him, placing Adam in cir'^ 
t!umstancesmore favorable for obedience, than Heeviay wimild 
any of his posterity, but that'Adam failing in his obedletice^ 
all his posterity descending from him by ordinary -genera^ 
tion, were involved along with him in the consequences of 
his disobedience, and may therefore, by a common license 
of speech, be said to have "sinned in him and fell With him," 
in that first transgression, long before they hatJ afctbally an 
existence,— that this effect resulted, most rtaturally, and 
certainly, from the sin of Adam as its proper cause, by ylr- 
tue of 'the relation which subsisted between them^ — I do 
undoubtedly, express the truth taught in the twenty-second 
answer of , the Larger Catechism. This I belreye and teach, 
and have never denied or opposed. 

If a brother tells me I must believe, that the posterity of 
Adam were M seminatly and physically in Adam, as 'the 
seed in the tree, and that we all sinned in him aspdrls of 
Jldam; then and there present, and seminally existiiig in 
him, I must take the liberty to say, that neither the lan- 
guage of the Bible, nor of the Confession of Faith conveys 
this idea to my mind — that it cannot be legitimately' infer- 
red from it, and that if he thus interprets the Catechism, he 
is at liberty to do so for himself, but not for me. * I find 
nothing like it in either, and for him to explain the Confes- 
sion in this way, and claim by virtue of my ordinatidri Vow, 
that / must so believe and speak, would be in every vmy 
unjust and oppressive. 
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If another brother says, that by virtue of the " Union of 
representation between Adam and his posterity^ his act is 
considered in the eye of the law as their sin, and they are 
punished for what he did/' and I should say that^ the phra^ 
ses of "Union/' and "eye of the Law," and punishment 
for anothers sin, are metaphysical distinctions, and figures 
of speech, and ambiguous expressions, which I do not find 
in the Bible or Confession of Faith, which perplex common 
people- — which are not necessary to be brouj^ht into public 
discourse, — which are often misunderstood, and are to ma- 
ny unintelligible, and therefore deem it prudent not to em- 
ploy them, I have said or done nothing inconsistent with 
my ordination vow, and my ex animo adoption of the Con- 
fession of Faith. To censure me for not thus speaking, as 
being guilty of heresy, when I believe and teach the dor.trine 
of the Confession, is alike unjust and tyrannical. 

Original Sin. 

The 5th charge, if I can understand it, represents me as 
denying the 3d Sec. of Chap. 6 of the Confession. I have 
not denied this article. I teach the doctrine of this article, 
when I say that our first parents, being the root of all man- 
kind, their posterity are subjected to suffering and death, in 
consequence of their sin, as really and truly as if they them- 
selves had actually eaten the forbidden fruit, and that the 
same death in sin, and corrupted nature, are conveyed to 
all their posterity, descending from them by ordinary gen- 
eration; for Christ, who did not descend from them by or- 
dinary generation, is the only one of all their posterity, who 
was not affected by them. If a brother tells. hie Uiat by 
imputation of sin, he understands something literally and, 
really communicated, and I reply that I cannot understand , 
it, other than as reckoning, accounting, or treating the indi- 
vidual as if h& had sinned, I have no^ denied the Confer 
sion, but taught its doctrine. Should he tell tne, that it is 
the legal connection between the act of one man, and its 
desert in another, I would not deny the Confession, were I 
to say, that in as^niuch as when God is said to have impu- 
ted Righteousness to Abraham, he treated Abraham in con* 
sequence of his faith, as if he had been righteous, and that 
when He is said not to impute sin, it is meant, that He does 
not treat the sinner as he deserves, but actually forgives, 
and consequently, when He imputes sin, that He treats the 
individual as a sinner deserves to be treated, so, I prefer the 
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plain common sense mode of exhibiting this thing, &nd sajy 
that when God does not impute sin, He treats the man as 
if he were righteous, and when he imputes sin, He treats 
him as a sinner deserves to be treated. 

Holiness and Sin. 

The 6th Article charges me with maintaining, that all 
Holiness and sin, consist exclusively in the voluntary acts 
and exercises of the soul. I do not believe, nor have I 
taught that all Holiness, consists in the voluntary acts and 
exercises of the soul, — because I have spoken of the Holi* 
ness^f the pots and utensils, and furniture of the temple. — - 
I admit that the unbelieving husband is sanctified by the 
wife. — I maintain that the human nature of Christ, while 
lying in the womb of the Virgin Mary, and as born of her, 
was **an Holy thing,'' — and that the ground on which Mo- 
ses stood was Holy, and the Scriptures are Holy, — and the 
Sabbath is Holy; and many other things. But the Holi* 
ness which characterises a moral agent as such, I have said 
'^involves'^ an exercise of wilL — So far from speaking of a// 
Holiness^ I have discriminated and spoken oipersonai Ho- 
liness. I have said, that ^Hhis has respect to tlie exercises of 
the will, as induced by the feelings of the heart, and the in- 
fluential motives.'' Page 377 — 8. I have not said, that 
Holiness consists exclusively in a simple volitiony irrespec- 
tive of the ^^impulse of various feelings and motives," which 
may determine the character of the volition. In this the 
Presbytery have charged me falsely, and perverted my 
language. 

On Uie other hand, I have not said, that sin consists ex- 
clusively in a simple volition, irrespective of the feelings 
and motives, which may have induced it. I have said that 
the Apostle John comprehends all forms and modifications^ 
of sin in the world, under these three heads, ^^The lust of 
the flesh, the lust of the eye, and the pride of Life," and that, 
according to his idea of sin, calling all that is in the wprld 
<< lusting (E«-<flvAti«) and pride," we are infallibily directed^ 
in making our estimate of human depravity, to have exclu- 
sive regard to the acts and exercises of the human soul." 
I have adopted the definition, which the Spirit of God has 
given of sin, when he says, ^< It is a transgression of the 
Law." I adhere strictly and literally to the Confession of 
Faith, which declares that <*every sin both original and ac- 
tual, is a ti^ansgression of the Righteous Law of God, and 
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tsnntrary thereunto'^— as to a principle of Holiness or sin 
inherent in the soul, which exerts a power or causal influence, 
in producing Holy or sinfu^acts and exercises, and the exis- 
tence of which the Presbytery charge me with denying, I have 
only to say, that I cannot understand such language, and that I 
find nothing like it in the Bible or Confession of Faith. If 
the Presbytery design that these words should be literally 
understood, I am wholly at fault. I cannot conceive of a 
principle sticking in the soul, any more than I can of Car- 
neades cogitationibus inhoRrenSy — the idea is monstrous. 
If they design that these words should be metaphorically 
understood, and express the idea of some disposition, or 
principle or purpose of action, exerting an abiding and 

fermanent influence on the conduct, I have never denied it. 
have denied a physical depravity, i. e. an operative effi- 
cient power, or any thing whatever, forming part of our 
eonstituiiortal nature, which is sinful per se, and so have 
the Presbytery. But I have affirmed that men naturally, 
and universally incline to evil, and that there is a propen- 
sity to -sin in nxan, as he is born into the world. 

All that belongs constitutionally to him, he inherits from 
Adam, and it is transmitted or conveyed by natural gene- 
ration. The disposition or tendency of man to sin, .is .de- 
rived to him from Adam, i. e. is a certain consequence of 
his transgression. This disposition or tendency, or as Ed- 
wards has defined it, ^^this stated prevalence or prepondera- 
tion, in the nature or state of causes or occasions, that is fol- 
lowed by, and so proves to be effectual, to a stated preva- 
lence or commonness of any particular kind of effect," cer- 
tainly issues in sin, as soon as the individual is capable of 
moral agency, and corrupts his whole nature. This ten- 
dency, issuing in voluntary transgression, which the Cate- 
chism calls original sin, I believe, agreeably to the Catechism, 
is conveyed from our first parents unto their posterity, by 
natural generation, the only way in which can be derived 
to them, those appetites and passions &c., by the possession 
of which we become prone to sin. Lar. Cat, 26. Ihey 
transmit to us by natural generation a constitutional nature, 
which inclines to, and certainly issues in sin. 

These things I have never denied or opposed. On the 
contrary I have expressly maintained, that the Sacred Scrip- 
tures teach, that the human race all descended from one 
common original, and that they transmitted their character 

to all their offspring, — whence it may be said, in common 

14 : : -•• V ?--- 
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lalliudc ofspecfhy that ''all that proceed from them in tfant 
way, are conceived and born in sin/' If the Presbytery 
mean any thing else, by ''innate, hereditary, derived, de- 
pravity,'* I know not of what they speak^ nor where of they 
affirm; nor can I learn it from the Standards, which teach 
that 'K3od hath endued the will of man, with that iKktural 
liberty^ that it is neither forced, nor by any absolute neces^ 
sity of nature determined to good or evil/^ Con. of Faith^ 
Chap. 9, Sec. 1. 

Moral character of Infants* 

. In the seventh article, the Pxesbytery charge me with 
error in relation to infants. The mpral character of infants^ 
IS not a topic introduced into the standardsw The Pres-* 
bytery have cited the passages, which I have just quoted 
from the standards, as bein^ contradicted by my views. 
My adherence to them as shewn, proves the falsity of their 
allegations. These passages speak not of the moral ehar^ 
acter of infants, directly or implied. They relate to their 
condition as born into this world. 

I believe that infants have as much moral a^ inteTIeetoal 
character. In certain respects I have maintained, that they 
do not rise above the level of the mere animaL I n»ight have 
said^ not even as high as many. Bpt in so saying I have 
not denied, that they have rational souls, possessed of capa^ 
cities destined to indefinite expansiooy I have said^ that the 
infant is not actually under the government of law; mean^ 
ing that the aciiocs of the infant, such as its sucking^ cry^ 
ing and '^muh'ng and puking in its nurse? arms," lie. are 
not such as fall ppder the cognizance of law. Character \9 
sometimes defined to be personal qualities. The infant bas^ 
some personal qualities, and in this seuse h^s character as 
an infant, viz: as sickly^ healthyji Hvely, strong, ' large, 
beautiful,, homely and defprmedyOtc. Has it moral quali- 
ties? In order to answer thi3 vve must enjcjuire what is 
meant by iporal.- U is something of which blame or praise 
m:iy be predicated** It has relation to a law. A law. the 
Catechism defines to be, a rule given to a reasoniible crea- 
ture, and is designed to influence his voluntary conduct. 
The moral law the Catechism says is, " the declaration of 
the wiU pf God to mankind, directing or binding every one 
to personal, perfect sind perpetual obedience thereui>to.'^ 
This obedience^ it says, must be rendered '*in the frame 
and disposition of the whole m»n, soul and body, and ia 
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thti p^rformaKLCe of ail thosedutics o£ holiness and righte- 
ousness which he awcUito God and man.'' Lan Cat. 
Q. ^3. It is obviotas, therefore^ from the very shewing of 
the Catechism, that, as moral character is the persona! t|U«l* 
Hiesr acquired ))y moral' conduct, — and, as raoral conduct 
)ia:3 relatton ibo a kw, eispeoialiy the ihorml law-^and, as ei 
iavr h a rule.giiren to a. reaaonahle cr^ntune, and the moral 
law requires utiiforinity md obedience to it in the frame 
land 'dispbsitifoii^' as* well as:duti^"of hbUneas^ — and, as tiies^ 
things arb iind imilst be, in their very natuk*e, the voluntary 
•«icefci6e8 ^ a national bei»j^ Wht> hasiktiowledge of the saihe, 
there cannoty in the appropriate 'raeaiiing of the exf^resaion, 
be morail character* p^edi^satecl/df infantsy devoi<d.of any 
kiiowleel|<9 of the l^w orTulei^rliich is designed to rbgulate 
tlfnt cf^nd^rct^ a reasonable creatures The Catechism^ there-t 
fbi^, insdfar aa itexpressesany ideas indirectly an the aijib't 
J^ty is in accbrdtance with those Lhavie advanced. '. > i 
- If the • Presbytery mean that; infants hare eapacities^ 
whi^h i hi a higher state of dereldpeihettt will bring theol 
«»td<r the actual opera ti!on:of. the law^/of God^giVen as a rule 
to the reaso^nabte <creat«i^e^ i have said nothiog Jthat contraf 
dicta sepch a i^ntiment Whdn I say that properly speak-* 
ing i^e tan phsdicatQ liieiitber 3iQ nor holiness of th6 infant^ 
I' metti', thkttbe infant his not ^put forth any vokmtary* ex^ 
el-c^^es whiich the liwof G<ed will pronounceerther sinful 
or h#ly. In- incipient infancy, its thoughts and feelinga aire 
wholly ufiiniitoiiced by Ihe l^as^a rubtgiven^toiareasona* 
bie creatut^, "■ If; therefore, sinas affirmed of.tUnf thoilghts 
and feelin^4!r^ then must the ia&kit, cooirarj io the she#i«g of 
the Cohfedsion ^ Faith, be detisrmined: to evil by a hece^^ 
^ii^ of Huturiy for it has not been.iby< aiiy. khowliedg9> - tur 
Viewis, Athich as a voluntary and ; accountable . agesist it has 
had. Butwho is prepared' to say that such' \% the charac-* 
ter of the iniaht*« thoughts and feelings^ —^who knows it? 
The great mass of them, so far as sdoiftation and consciousn 
ttess are concectied, are the result of uticontroulable neees** 
sfty. Should it he SMd that this is hot meant, but thaiaa-^ 
oCher idea is attached to the wiord siin, where it is predieat-*: 
ed of an infant, I certainly qm not to be accounted heretteal 
for not adopting it, who adhere tenaciously to the defini- 
tions which the Standards have given, both of sin and of the 
moral law. When the Presbytery charge me with main- 
taining, that the Lord Jesus Christ in his infant state; pos* 
sesscd no holiness of character, other than what might be 
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affirmed of the Mosaic Tabernacle, or inmost chamber of 
the Temple, and other conseorated instruments of Jewish 
worship, I find it difficult, from the solecisms of their 
language, to know what they mean. I have not said that 
the Temple or any of its parts possessed a holy character^ al- 
though I hare used the peculiar relationship of the Holy of 
Holies to God, for the purpose oSiltustraiing the different 
senses, in which we must conceive of the holiness of theiMi* 
born human nature of Christ with its faculties undeveloped 
and as developed, and have traced :the holiness of the human 
nature of Christ, in its infant stale^ to the peculiar relation- 
ship of his human nature :to the divine, whicb^ rendered it 
pre-eminently and singularlyanrobject of the divine care,.and 
secured. derveiopements, at. the earliest possible peridd* in 
holy exercises, i\ e. in those graces or virtuous affections 
a{^>ropriate to the nature of man, and denominated in the 
renewed sinner, <Uhe fruits of the Spirit.'^ This I have 
done in* pursuance o£ the angel's annunciation to Mary. 
Luke i. 35. . When the Presbytery charge me with saying 
that our first parents were not created in a state of moral 
rectitude, they do it without a shadow of pretext, or any 
ground for inference. As to their having possessed boUness, 
or moral character, anterior to^ and independent of their own 
voluntary exercises^ or in other words, as the Presbytery 
say I affirm, <<that they had na spiritual life till they acquir- 
ed it by their own voluntary acts and exercises, -' I am ut- 
terly at a loss to make any reply. I know not of what they 
speak, or whereof they affirm. They must reiser to some- 
thing beyond the utmost stretch of my conceptions* There 
is nothing like it in any thing I have spoken, written or 
imagined. Till God breathed into Adam's nostrils, and 
he became a living soul, I know not what holiness may be 
predicated of his untenanted body. But simultaneously 
with this act of God, in breathing into his nostrils the 
breath of life, and Adam's becoming a living soul, there 
was a mind roused into action^ which then possessed more 
accurate and extensive knowledge, than any of his descend- 
ants, and a heart that betrayed in all its emotions and prefer- 
eneies, the dominant efficient influence of love to God. 

Moral Agency. 

The eighth article charges me, if I can understand it^ 
with the opinion that we are not dependant for the exercise 
of repentance, faith, and other holy exercises, on the regcn- 
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tling influences of the Holy Spirit. ^ Tib I utterly deny-. 
There is nothing directly, pr indirectly, to^ warriant the a»- 
^rtion.inany thing I have siiid, writteoi or published., I 
have taught it as the doqtr^oe of my boo]^, and the theme 
of my preaching, th^t ipfin is possessjed ^fi&U the natural 
faculties or oap^^cities for free mpral agjB.ncy, That in the 
vplutttftfy perver»ioo,w afci^p, pr refusal rightly to exercise 
those fa<jnlt»«, lies th0 v^ry gujlt of his jeeheiUpn, the.es^ 
se^uje.of his deprRV;ity,-rrthat this abuseapd xefusaj, ipr^tet 
^ njeces(»ity for the influence pftbe^, Holy. Spirit, -r-that if 
left to himself he will >vh.ol)y,apd fbreyer • ^ ebe], an4 t^f^t 
hei^ utterly and (absolutely dependeO't /qpt:t|>e.'Sbvereig# 
mercy of God, with.whon^ it exelpsively jei^lis ,tq, say,, 
whether he will, qr npt^ vpu^afe tb^t jnflq^pe.of hi,s Holy 
Spirit, re<}uisite tp bring hm .to. r9p€^ptance,-rBQrbftve I 
ever directly, or indirectly, taught the me^taphyu^ftl 2^bsur- 
dity, that the will determines itself. , 

Regeneration: 

The charges under the. ninth. head are professedly infer-, 
encesj being introduced by the illative * ^consequently ^/ and 
are therefore, in /arm and substance, at variance with the 
Assembly's directions in cases of heretical accusation. J^ 
might therefore, dismiss them as^ not deserving a reply^ 
But I have no sentiments I wish to confeal, and am willlug 
that any thought which I have ever. w;-ittea or spokep, 
on the subject of Regeneration, shall be subjected to fuU 
and fair investigation. I have maintained in common vyitK 
Dr.. Witherspoon and others, in opposition to the views of 
Drl Owen, that the words, Regeneration, New-Creation, are 
not to be understood in a literal, but a metaphorical sense, 
and are designed to designate an extraordinary moral change 
in a sinner, effected by the Spirit of Co^r I have taught 
that Regeneration is npt to be reg^rde4 as the creation pf 
any new faculty,; or capacity of the .soul, wilhout which i^ 
is naturally impossible to obey,; nor >vith which it is n^M- 
r^ly impossible to sin. 1 have indeed spoken of the xao* 
ral suasion of the Spirit, and traced the various channels pf 
his influence, thro' providential circumstance, and exterr 
nal objects and Scriptural Truth; and I have attributed much 
to his power by these means. But I have never denied 
that the Spirit of God exerts an influence, peculiar to him- 
self, in Regenerating the sinner. What that influence is, I 
have not presumed to explain or declare, but have said, that 
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it Is nut a (ihysica^l efficiency ) or an exercise of his natural 
attributed df Ofnrttpotence, Whi^h-i^^tiyMeally irresi^tibte.' 
It is an itii^ut^ne^ which ihay be reststed^ but is not, at thc^ 
moment 6f cotiVersion. I feel- abundantly authorised to 
s^y, whdt I believe' knd teaeh, that God is th^ author of oilr 
Regeneration^ ndtHVithstandt'ng; niah'acts most Voluntarily 
in'turnin^io God. I-haye neft'Vefitiire^ to iaffirm any thing; 
trith re^rd >to the nature of thiiit; ihflubnte, oth^r' tMn that 
it is^not irre^ectlve of thea^i^ro^iate iiiflttence bfi^trMh, 
lipdn; the rAtiiaihafl mind and feelihg h&duti of fnaTk;'hor ill 
iny-iiM^^endeAt ^scefiiide of physi'ciil pow^r; nor inconsistent 
Mth the vdlilhtfery agency ^ mah.'* Page 465. I have 
8ti*etiit^sty advocated the Scriptural >do(striney thbt of Hi^ 
own will (God the grdat Authi^'bf ehr: R^gen^ration^) haj 
be^otti^nu^ by- the word,<-^that th&tlrttth is' the means of the 
Spirits Ref^h^ratihg influent/ I adhere to the doctHh^ 
of the Assembly's Shorter Catechismv that ^*the Spirit of 
God maketh the rea4ij^gi b^t ^peeiaHy the preaching of 
the wordy an effectual ^ea^s. of convincing and converting 
^inn^rs," I find nothing said abbut Regeneration in our 
Standards, but what is Contained in' the definition of effectual 
Qaiiing; and to the trt^tbs taught in it^ I have expressed in 
Aiybook, my adh^fence, believirig.it to be "the work of 
GAd'$ Spiri^, wher'eby brilightening our minds in thie knotv- 
tedge of Christ, -and renewing pdr wills, H'd doth persuade 
^ni enable^ us to ef^brace Jesu^ Christ freiely offered to us 
ra't'hfe Gospel," botwithstandihg, T hav6 frankly declared, 
that I dissent fVomipiiib partiddiar^views of mental science, 
t^hich oblained at the day it w^s' fVanifed. I have never 
5aM, that Begen^ratfbh v}:as "the i^ffect of man's own Unas- 
sisted powers an^ feBbrts, indepedently df any divine ihdu- 
ence whatever, ^^biK used an expressipn ^vhich justifies such 
an inference. Tti'^t'.the influence exerted by the Spirit in 
p:i^oduCing it, is llhhjugh the means of lihb word and truth, 
th6 General AssemblV of 14^4, h^ dbiiitled to be the doc-: 
triti6' of the Ctinfessipn ?Jf Faith. 1 therefbre, think I miay 
josBy complain of thfdaniio3rance,* to which I have befeh sub- 
jected by my brethren, who havp not, as it ap))eats to me, 
in the spirit of submi^sioh becoming their vows, respi^fct.ed 
thi5ir deci^ioh^ but have held me up as a heretic, and as de- 
riyirtgthisdocftrine. Ifanythingformspeculiarly^andmostes- 
jpeciany, the tKem,eofmy preaching, it is the excessive and in- 
veterate depravity of the human heart, which is so great, 
that without the influence of the Spirit of God, no man will 
ever repent and believe the Gospel! 
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Election, 

* f 

In the 10th article, I am charged with denying the doc- 
trine of Election, I have never denied that Go4> torn all 
eternity, has determined to sgve thoaie wholn He, in^uence^ 
in time, to beliere and repent of their sins.- This result i. e* 
their actually doing sjo, 1 !haye said is 'Etef^iion d^/aCig., 
To denote the event as having taken place, rather than the 
purpose of God, to bring it to pass, the term Elect is most 
commonly used in the Bible, except when, as ai) appellative^ 
it is applied to Christ, or to the people of Israel collective- 
ly. Isaiah, 45— 22, Matt. 24— 22, 31. Mark^ IS-^SO 
— 2—7. Luke, 18— 7. Rom, lr-8, 33, Col. 3—12^ 2. 
Tim. 2— 10. Titus, 1—1. 1st Peter, 1—2. 2nd John, 
1 — 13. In like manner, the word Election is used to de- 
note tb? purpose of God, as having ta|Lpn effect in. the ac- 
tual making of believers as in Rom, 9, 11 — 11, 5 — 7^ 28, 
1st Thess. 1—4. 2nd Peter, 1— 10. This ideal have ex- 
pressed for the purpose of framing an argument, from icer- 
^in things^ which even tlie Arminian will concede, in fa- 
vour of t.be^ very doctrine, Vfhich the Presbytery represents 
pie as denying. I feel it to be unbrotherly, and cruel in 
the fiighest degree, thus to wrest and torture my language, 
jp order to convict me of denying an essential doctrine of 
the Confession, and especially, thus to excite the prejudices 
of ipany against me, as tfio^ I opposed the very doctrine I 
was seeking to e?tahli9h.. 

Conclusion. 

The above statement is sufficiently ample, and must cer- 
ta'^qlv convince every unprejudiced mind, that I have not 
.^'maintained or propagated opinions or doctrines, at vari- 
ance with some of the most important, and vital doctrines 
ortruthstaqghtin the Standards of the Presbyterian Church/' 
I deem it unnecessary to quote human authorities either 
livinj5 or dead. If I am to be condemned, it will be some 
consolation to know that God has approved, and has given 
me as I have reason to believe, many precious souls the 
seals of my Ministry, while inculcating the truths of the 
Confegsion,. in the very way condemned by man, ^nd that 
ihultitudesofsuccessful preachers in the Presbyterian Church, 
jarp in the like condemnation. While such is the fact 1 
cannot but say, tho' by no means in defiance of my breth- 
ren, "All hail reproach and welcome shame. '' I know 
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that my blessed Master was condemned, and among other 
things for "new Doctrine"— rthat the Apostles also were 
condemned for like reasons, and the. reformers, and m^tny 
whose mode of presenting the truth differed from the eddle* 
Biastical formularies of their Church and day, in so far as 
they too rejected the technicalities of their Church, and 
adapted their exhibitions of truth, .to the apprehensions of 
common sense. '*By their fruits ye shall know thera.^' 
I claim to be judged by this rule. If I am a wolf in sheep's 
clothing, the masters rule must be applied to detect me. 
But if the tendency and effect of my preaching, has been 
thro' divine grace to elevate the Standard of Pietyt to pro- 
mote more efficiency in the cause of Christ, and more self 
denial and devoted ness on the part of his followers, then I 
may, thanks to the Masters condescending grace for it, 
claim the benefit of his ovtrn rule. Nor will it do to talk 
of future growths, the fruit of years to come, and say, we 
must wait before we can see the fruits. It is the present 
fruits that already cluster on the tree, the immediate and 
legitimate fruits of the doctrines, which I inculcate, to 
which appeal must be made. If they teud not to exalt and 
honor God and His Christ, to prostrate man in the dust, and 
overwhelm him with a sense of his guilt, and dependence 
on sovereign mercy, and to secure the practice of self denial 
in crucifying the affections, mortifying the lusts of the flesh, 
and living soberly and righteously in this present evil world, 
then let them be rejected, and me condemned. But if the 
contrary, I know where the. appeal from man's judgment, 
will not be made in vain. I speak with point and firmness, 
and that designedly, — but by no means to irritate or give 
vent to bitter feelings. Truth I think demands it, and its 
interests, I feel in no way disposed to jeopard by Attic 
Diction. I have not one thought or feeling of malice against 
my brethren, but I think that they have done wrong, and 
feel that they have deeply injured me, and of their conduct 
I complain. I impeach not their motives, but am willing 
to give them credit for what they profess. It is not my 
province to judge in this matter. That belongs to the Sear- 
cher of hearts, before whom I expect ere long to stand, and 
where I hope and pray, that through the overflowing mercy 
of our Blessed Saviour, we all may be acquitted, and freed 
from every prejudice and error, eternally vie with each other 
in exalting the riches of Redeeming Grace. 

GEO: DUFFIELD. 
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Dr« Catheart gave notice of hift iatekitieii.to ' proMl mA 
tom^in of the above -dideKitoii^ to the i^MGremshA.An* 

7 o'cloiXk, p. &f. I 
Mr. M^K. WiUiainsoR pr^eliled th^ foHoM^iog^ wUt 
Resolved* That the Pre8hytetymdjmamtximio^mviIi&^^ 
ville on the first Wednesday in May, in order definitively 
to decide the case of the Rev* Ckorge Daffield) /and that 
Messrs. Wilson/ Moody and Wiiliams be a committae to 
draft a miaut<e and resolution for adoption relative to the 
t*ase. 

It was moved and seconded ^st tilts resolution be indefi- 
nitely post{»oned. This motion was carried by the casting 
vote of the Moderator. * , . » . 

Mr. JVi'R* Williafnson presented the. folio wing, Viz: 
Resolved, That Ma»ri^. Wilson, Moody and Williams 
%ea committer to draft a minute and Iresolutions definitively 
relative to the cetisure which Presbytery may deem proper 
in the case of Mr. DuAeld. Thiii inotion Was ivithdrawn 
by consent of Presbvtery. 

A motion iVas made to adopt the following, viz: 
/' As to the counts iti which Mr. Diiffield has been found 
guilty, Presbyt6ry judge that Mr, fiuffield's book arid ser- 
tnons on RegeneratiHsTn do contain the specified errd^rs, yel 
4)ts Mr. Duffield alleges that Presbytery have misinterpre* 
ted some of hh expressiojii^ and says he does in fact fadid 
;aH the docttines of our l^tandards, and that he wishes td 
live in amity with his brethren, and labor without ihterfet- 
rence for the glory of God and the salvation of soul^ . 

Therefore, Resolved, That Presbytery at present da not 
censure him any further than warn him to guard against 
siuch speculations as may impugn the doctrines of our church 
;and that he study to maintain the unity of the Spirit ia 
the bond of peace. This resolution was carried. 

Messrs. James and M'K. Williamson gave^ notice of 
their intention to protest and complain of U&i^s decialon to 
the next General Assembly^ 

* Yu». Dr. CathcttPt, ^^mght, Oe Witt, WatsiMs Huttcfr, Trkhble attd 
Wilson Moderator— 7-. 
Mys. Moody, Uenny, i. WiUinmsoih M'IC. WHlUniwon, Qu9kj> Patt»ri> 

N^n L*qaei, Kennedly, M^Cahraif, Creigh, Cleadenin^ M'Cormtck 

15 
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Reiolved, Th»t the commissioners appointed to attend 
ikvi Oenerti Assembly toother with the alternates be a 
cotainitteeto- defend the Presbytery against all appeals a»d 
complaints which may come before the Assembly against 
the doings of Presbytery. 

Movetl and seconded that PreBbrterT »d}ourn lo m^ in 
Chambersburg on the tint Tuesday of October at 1 1 o,cl«ck 
AM. 
' True.extraetBlron) thetninates. : 

JAS, r. WATSON, CUak- 



Prom the abovo minutes the following facta are apparenf. 

1st. That the entire prosecution againstMr. Duffield was as 
inconsistent with the provisions of the constitution, as witlk 
the principles, of common justice. He was AccraiD ov so 
crime; and althoirgh a verdict of guilty was rendered ec- 
clesiastically, yet it was not guilt aflectiiig in the loast de- 
gree his moral chEU'sster, or his soundness in the failh. 
The entire amount of his guilt was, that he differed in. opiw 
ton, Xrom carlain influential, members of the Presbytery, 
who'carried a majority with them. The opinion or modes 
of explaining the doctrines of the Standards in which Mr. 
DiifGeld JiffereiT.rrom, Messrs'. J. WiUiamsj.J., Williamson 
4*c.,wcre not .pronounced even by them, to be heresies. 
Wa's it ffuilt in Mr. Duffield to differ from them in theolog- 

it the final sentence was a virtual acquitlal. Mr. 
ad been ecctcsiastically condemned, but when the 
(I came to ealimate his guilt, they did not think 
ig of serious censure. HcclesiasUcally, it may 

a Gondemnation, but ,mor-(lly, and virtually,, it 

was,an acquittal. In this I'ght it was viewed by Mr, Duf- 
field V friends' arid congregation, as appears from the prc>- 
ceedings h.idby them on the occasion, , ■ 

Before the close of the sessions of the Presbytery, as nar- 
rated in the foregoing pages, at the request of a number 
of the members of Mr. Duffield's congregation, a meeting 
of the congregation was publitly called, to take into consid- 
eratioii the proceedings of the Presbytery, in relation to 
him. This meeting was held on Thursday the 18th of 
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April. 183.3) when a q^tQimUtee wa^appomtetl. to. dn&ft 41 
report l;o be subxxiUt^d to,aaAthei?.iQeeting^tp l^.held qotl)^ 
fqll^wiQjg Sabbath. Tliis caminUtee havlD^.p^ep^ired ti|reir 
report the congregatioa «8semble49 .vvh^ the; fblW.vving 
pr^Kjeedings were had» . i 

Agrceabty lo public notice, a rery !arge meeting cff rtre 
Presbyterian congregation of Carlisle was heldinthe tnect- 
ing-house on Sabbath afternoon the Ijlst day of Aj)rH, at 
which the following pi*ofceedi rigs were had. • '•;:*' ''• \'' 

T^he meeting Was organized ny appotnting'T/r:' Wi6^7'Ci 
Chambers, Chairman, and Joseph L^ughlin^* Secretary, 
when, the cpmmitte appointed at a meeting held'ori'Thurs* 
day last, made their report, which was unanimously; Kccep* 
ted, and adopted, and is as followsr. 1 ..... . 

.; It canrot be supposed, that wfe as a congregation, i^hotild 
liaye witnessed the scenes which were .exhibited dpring'thifc 
late sessions of the Presbytery of Carlisle, without the deep* 
est interest and concern; we have fell that oar vital interests 
with those of our pastor, have been at stake, while tWe pr6s*- 
ccution on the part of the Presbytery was m progress. ' Es* 
pecially were our anxieties awakened, by observing the 
feelings and spirit which were manifestedby those who 
were most active In the prosecution, leading 'qs to appre* 
hehd that it would issue in the deposition or suspension 
of our pastor from the exercise of ' his ministeriar func- 
tions. We know very well, too,, that we have not been 
alone, in these anxieties, but that many other churches iii 
our region have sympathised with us in these' feelings,. and 
shared in our solicitude. We feel it therefore to be a duty 
which we owe to the churches, to notice in 3 succinct mjul* 
ner some of the prominent features in the proceedings oj 
Presbytery, and at the same time to state our 6wn views 
and feelings in reference to them; and our foVrdJy- cher- 
ished regard for the minister whom the Lord has plac- 
ed over us, as well as respect for the interie'stS of truth 
and justice, prompt us to make our statements thtis pub- 
licly. We would remember at the same time} thai we 
are under the care of, and owe 6ubordrnation ' to . the 
body of wliich we thus speak, and that it therefore becomes 
us to express ourselves with deferjence and r6ipcct. This 
we desire to do. Yet at the same time we do not believe 
that a plain and firm exhibition of the truth, eyeii thi^jgh 
it should prove a rebuke to our fathers and brethren/ is 
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ki all rncoflSfstcnt with the subordinarlioii vrhieh wo 9V€ 
ihtm^ or with the laws whi«k g^rern in Ckri«t'» hoikse* 
' We had. alwrfa believed ihst the act ^f Presbytery iit 
trying and eondemhiftg Mr. Diifteld'* b0ok on regenera^ 
tion, was a blow aimed at the author hiiiiieify »nd calcu^ 
iiajtedf an the resaU pro.Ted, to jojure I94>re A^j^y* bis repu- 
tation and ministerial UMfulQe^?. This copvictlon force4 
jitself ii|K>«i,mi, notwitb^tandiQ^ the a$9uraneet on the pari 
of those who particularly distiogitu^bed. tbeinselTeA as pifosr 
e^utOiTS -of U|e \>f>u\^ that Uiey had not the least intentiop of 
inJMriog m hair q( tb^ author a head. In a y^ty short tim^ 
oure^nvictioxi waa.CQniirmed by the resolution of Presby- 
tery, to commence iudi^al process against JVIr. Puffi^ld him- 
self. This and other consequent steps in their proceedings 
woapded orur senaibilijties to. the very quick, and disposed 
94 to complain of ijielr measurea as oppressive and hard 
to he endured. St)U we keptsilcnoey looking forward with 
the df^peat an^uety to th« time when the Preaby tery should 
meet for thcr trial of Mr.. Duffield, hoping tlut their pro* 
.ce^dioi^ po^at ocipaaion would discover a christian ,and 
fraterMl apirU Wira^daonr pastor^; which^ besides leadiog 
tibqn. U)\ repair the jojuries which he had suf taio.Qd at their 
bamJUy woulci excite ia us the feelings of lov^ and respect, 
which weiormcrly cberiahcd for them* But .during th^ 
pro^eiaa of the trial, which, wq have faithfully watched 
from heijiaaing to end,, we have stien meaaurea adopted an4 
a spirit maoUcated ao ityurioua and oppressive^^ and so con- 
trary to our scose of common right and justice that we can 
notljonger We^ sileocej^ nor forbear giving our public testi- 
mony against U- . * . 

' , >YheuMr^ Dufficld's case came up before the Presbytery 
for pnaid^rationA they were at aloss to know whether the 
accused had been cited. This they could, pot ascertain from 
the cleicif} .whose busiaesa it was to serve the citation ^ipon 
the peraopt of the accused^ and to hp able tq report to the 
court thait he. had doi^ aQ> before they should proceed to 
the vrial, fbr i^poninquiryiitwaa ascertained that the cita- 
IticjU <waa pever served personally iipon the accused. Mr. 
DuJBSeld; howeverj relieved the Presbytery from theembar- 
raaspnent ipAo which they were thrown, by acknowledging 
tha^ the ci^ta^ipn was k/i (it his hauscy and that he had re- 
peiveiii ii»' '.. 

; *Whe#- llie libel was readi it appeared that there was no 
offence at all charged upon Mr. Dufficld, although the stan- 
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dards- of our chureb expressly require that when prbs^ 
eeution is eommeiioed against an indiyidual^ the effonce 
wbich is alleged against hiracsball heparticnkrlj designate 
ed by name, at the same time warning the prosecutor^ that 
ff he faffls to rioalM good his charsc, he himself is liable to 
0eaMure as a calumniator of his orother,' This is a wise 
provi^on of our oonstitutton, desigoed to protect those un-» 
deir Its itiftueAoe from tbeinjory Ihey might dthcirwrse sua-* 
taiffi from- naiaiioioav Mtaeks< upon their chiracter* In Mr. 
Dfiffiield's ease, howei^er, speciki care was taken not to namei 
any offence^ but he was charged - with certain ^^spee^fiea'^ 
ii&ns.^'^ These ^^speoifications'* were a number itf ptfopo^^ 
itftions^ which it wns the design of Presbytery to prove Uiat 
he either* maintained or denied.: fie was not' accused of 
heresy^ or error of any kind in the libel, but as £bu? aa could 
be gathered from the remarks of members daring the dii-r 
eussioiiy it sjppeared that Mr. Buffield's opinions on certain 
theological and'phildsophioal questions were at Tsriance with 
those of some of his brethren. Now^ the constitution of 
our church expressly prescribes) that in such cases tke o[^ 
fenicfe JWith which the accused is cbslraed, should be partic-^ 
illariy named in the libel: and the ueneral Assembly has 
further 4)irected) thit when heresy is the offence, the pas« 
sage ol Scripture or doctrine of the Confession which is 
impugned, should be noticed. The course pursued by 
the Presbytery, however, was in direct violation of these 
iroles. Herein we felt grieved and wounded, because the 
Presbytery permitted the prosecution to take such a course^ 
as would enaUethem to proceed against Mr. Duffield to the 
detriment of his reputation and usefulness, without their 
being liable to any censure in ease they failed to make good 
their allegations. We think this was wrong not only on 
account of the injustice done Mr. Duffield, but because it 
was 10 direct violation of our standards. 

' Mr. Duffield challenged the members of Presbytery who 
bad coodemned his book, as ineomrpetent judges, because 
they bad made up and expressed an opinion as to the evi-r 
dence to be adduced against him; as also several individ* 
sals, for several causes which he offered to prove. We 
eoisld not help thinking, that common justice would sug'^ 
gs5t to eifwy one the propriety of these ehaUenges and 
eoufld not conceal our surprise that men who had thus pre« 
judged the question, by condemning his book, which wan 
to be the principal evidence against him, should not thcm« 
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selves see the gross impropriety aiKl^ iQ[4eUcacy of tbeii^mt^ 
ting a9 judges in the case* But all these ebalieQge0ri(^n4 
his offisr to pr^re the special neasoota,} ao mani&atljy riglH 
and proper^ were overruled. . . . .< .1 - < 

Mr. Duffield objected to the n&anner aod form, ia fvhich 
the prosecution was eommeineed and condueted, asbMftg> 
contrary to the constitution. > Not only was the Ub^l pre- 
pared without naming the txffence^ bdtitwaa wiithoutth^ 
foundation of ajnroHecuton No- oneiSfpeared 9^ Mr* Dvif-? 
iidd's. acoMsan : When heideoaanded whd a^eoaed. hw^ 
sfixne. members said ithat ' f common XaAie'' wa:r the.aeous^f». 
yet did the Presbytery jp;rtin»eloi*$ly refuse ito.di^clare wha. 
was his accuser, sayingthat he wai» charged oinib^.^^grQuHi^ 
e/ common fameJ- J£ they had said that coimmi^a i«t>n»e; 
Was the accuser:, theio wbuld tiiiey have been boti&dttQ proyci 
that sfich difctma olamosa.^^ that defiiiLed in . the :Bop]k q£ 
DiFtipline did exist: a thing, whtch heiver yat had lieeo. 
done. Atlengthiafter.aiday and a. half spent .wiliidqt .suei 
cess in endeaTOsing to get themi to avow the name,of hiii 
accuser, or to > place the same on. record) Mt* Duffield 
put in his plea of not guilty^ aeeompanied.with/a pron 
test that no such common fame did ei<isti<as.ia< required* 
in the Book of Discipline; ofieriag to, prove thai timve 
was nothing mbce than a ^' general. rumour raised by rtba 
rashness, oensoriousness, and malignaiiicy of ono or nmre 
individuals.?' * 

The Presbytery theisi proceeded to the examinatioQ .of 
the testimonyy which consists of extracts from his book 
and sermons on regeneration. To these, together with 
several^imn^. witnesses, principally individuals who had 
seceded from his church, he was referred in the eitatiojL 
as the evidence by whieh the prosecution were to sua-« 
tain the charge. By the latter., viz. the living witoesaes^ 
Mr. Duffield offered to prove that whatever crying fame 
did exist was raised by the ^^rashness, cen^oriousnesy, or 
malignancy of one or more individuals.'' Tbb the Vt^i^ 
bytery declared to be out of order, although at la previ- 
ous stage of the trial, when Mr. Duffield demad^ded who 
was hiR accuser, and offered to prove that if any ybtnai 
clamosu did exist, it was not such an: dne< as is defined 
in the Book of Discipline; it wae ui'ged in answer, that af- 
ter he put in his plea he would be permitted to bring for^ 
ward his proof. The prosecuting committee, however de- 
clined bringing forward their witnesses, and the Presbytery 
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refused Mr. Duiiield the privilege of calling and ^x^rA\n^ 
ing them. Mr. Duffi^ld said that by this decision his own 
witnesfies were excluded^ and that the prosecution might 
proceed to set forth their cause. This they did. Mr. 
Duffield replied in defense. The question was next put, 
and the Presbytery \oted him guilty of eight ^^specifica- 
tions.'' They did not say that they found him guilty of 
any crime or offence. And if we may judge from their 
final decision, we should not suppose that they thought 
there was any thing very heinous in these specifications — 
they decided that he jshould be ^Svarned against any such 
speculations as may impugn the doctrines of our church, 
and that he study to maintain the unity of the Spirit in the 
bond of peace. '' 

We cannot repress the expression of our pleasure at the 
peaceful issue of this long and unpleasant litigation. Wd 
look upon it as a virtual acquittal of our pastor. Whatev- 
er may be the opinion of his co-presbyters with regard to 
bis need of being warned against the dangers of theological 
and philosophical speculations, onr long and intimate ac« 
quaintance with him prevents us from entertaining any ap- 
prehension? from this source. We all know that during 
the sixteen years which he has spent amongst us, his min- 
istrations have been plain, faithful, and wholly praciicaL 
And the abundant fruits of his labors around and in the 
mid^t of us, are proof of the fact. And besides, we have 
no reason to doubt that we should now be living in the en« 
joyment of the "unity of the spirit and the bond of peace," 
if we had not unhappily been disturbed by the unadvised 
interference of the Presbytery, who were charged with the 
care of our spiritual interests. Before any proceedings on 
their part were had against Mr. Dufiield, we lived together 
in Christian unity, and; the interests of religion flourished 
in our midst. But their unwarrantable and unchristian 
nfkcasures have thrown among us the fire brands of discord 
and strife. Nor did we fail to notify them of these disas- 
trous results, but at an early stage in this business, in a re- 
spectful letter to the Presbytery, we solemnly remonstrated 
with and earnestly entreated them to forbear: but our com- 
munication was treated with neglect and contempt. While, 
Uicrefore, we express our satisfaction at the happy issue of 
the trial, and are delighted at the prospect of our pas- 
tor's being permitted to continue his labors among us, 
we cannot but deplore the deep wounds which have been 
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inflicled on our Mastcr^s cause, by the aa;!talion and dis* 
tf action into which the proceedings of Presbytefy have 
thrown some of our churches; and more especially by the 
spirit and feelings which were manifested during their late 
sessions^ ^i^ing the ungodly and men v( the world occa* 
sion to revile. These remarks we do not make in appli- 
cation to all the members of Presbytery. It gives us 
pleasure to say that there were some who distinguished 
themselves by their opposition to the oppressive and an» 
constitutional measures alluded to, and who secured our 
warmest approbati^on by their adherence to the principles 
of truth and justice, and the constitution of otir church. 

In giving this plain and unvarnished statement of facts, 
with our views and feelings in reference to them, we are 
sorry to appear as the reprovers of our fathers and brethren. 
But we believe that our duty* and the circumstances of the 
case, do imperiously demand it. 

In conclusion, we declare, that o«ir confidence in the tal- 
ents, fidelity, piety, and theological soundness of our pas- 
tor, continues unimpaired and unshaken; and that the firm, 
dignified, and christian manner in which he met his accu- 
sers, and sustained his defense amidst so many embarrass- 
ments, has greatly enlivened and increased our love for his 
virtues, our admiration for his abilities, and our affection 
for his worth. 

On motion. Resolved, That the proceedings of this 
meeting, together with the report of the committee, be 
published in the Philadelphian. 

Concluded with prayer. Adjourned. 

Wm. C. Chamb£rs^ Chairman. 

Joseph Lattgrltk, Secretary. 

Carlisle, April ^2, 1833 

{Philadelphian^ May 2, 1833.) 

Shortly after the publication of these proceedings of the 
congregation in the Philadelphian, one or two pieces appear*^ 
^d in the Presbyterian giving a partial view of the proceed* 
ings of Presbytery, and evidently designed to operate-OKMre 
injuriously to Mr. Duffield than the minutes of Presbytery 
if published would have done. It was currently reported, 
and generally expected that Mr. J. Williamson, who with 
his brother McKnight Williamson had given notice that he 
would complain of the proceedings of Presbytery |o tlie 
General Assembly — was so dissatisified with the final sen- 
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ten^e, tbdthe would bring the matter before the Assembly. 
Mr. DuflBeld had apprided his friends, that for the sake of 
p^ce^ihe would let Xhe/mattett rest^ unless Mr. Williamson 
waui4p|rosecute his.cpmplaint, in which case he would en- 
ter his appeals. : He visited Pbiladelpbia during the sessions 
Qf lihe jGroneral Assembly to. watch the operations of Mr. 
WilUamsan ia r<tference to his ca$e. Previously, and while 
these «.pubIicatk»Dfl appeared in the .Presbyterian, setting 
forlihitb^. proceedings of thei Presbytery, and the conduct of 
Mr. Oiuffield duriaii: his defense. in 6uch light as to operate 
unfayourabIy>t«[ him, and.maJsieimpressions^ contrary to the 
truths ! Mr.* D^ffield, as has beeo ascertained from himself, 
waU»d oo.tb^ Editor of the .Presbyterian to. apprise him of 
ibe jEa^e^ that he badrpublished statements not consistent 
with.tbe facts intbe case, and injurious to him, ahd to de- 
sire tlpQ namd of the writer. to. wjijom his columns had been 
opened i) '>Xhe £ditor said. h^ could not give the name of 
hiS'.carrespofideQt till he had seen Jiim, which, as he was in 
this eity^ih^ w'ould! do without delay. The Editor inform- 
ed Mr^ iDulSield^' that his correspondent refused, to let his 
name •be-communicated. . AJfter a second interview he still 
refused to let his name be. divulged. Subsequently, after 
some correspondence with the Editor, when Mr. DuiTield 
expressed hiJi determination to hold him responsible, he 
made known the name of a member of Presbytery, who 
had taken a conspicuous part in the process against Mr. 
Duffield. '' ' ' 

' Mr. Williamsori did not prosecute his complaint, and 
i^othing w^s done. at the meeting of the Assembly. 
■ In the fall of 1S33 when the minute^ of the Presbj^tery 
came to. be reviewed by the Syiiod, the following proceed- 
ing? were had in the case. 
■'^ ' . ■ '. • ',■.'■', 

'.- ^^Risv'd. rMr. Boyd minister^i&nd Mr. M'Kissick elder, 
werei appointedta committee to examine and report on the 
inimitea*of the Presbytery of Carlisle..^' — min. 1833. p. 4* 
• ^^The committee on the records of the Carlisle Presbyte- 
ry made-report^' which was Jaid on the table.^- min. p'5. 

I ^^Reisiolved that.t^e report of the committee on the 
recondSiof. the. Carlisle Presbytery^ be referred to the con- 
sideration of the i next meeting of the Synod, on account of 
the sicknessLof Mr. DpfBeld, and the absence of a ' number 
of mefnbers.of^thatPresbytecy.^^ min. — p 18. 

The Synod were then competent to express their judg- 
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raent of the recorded doings of the Presbytery. They ilrefd 
required to do so by CoDstttutional rules and usage^ the 
minutes haviiig been fop(va»ded. No c^mplamt ot appeal 
was prosecuted which gave- Ule Synod tfppellativ€( juriadkfff*^ 
tion in the case, or the right to set as a eourtbt^l^ whom 
the parties should appear. Tfo^ir basvAcsi wan to rat'few 
the records. Mr. DufBekl's presenea or^sante^'mJEliiess 
or death, made no differ^boe. He had rtothattg 14 do mth 
the Sypody nor the Synod with hin», f& the>examiflati0A of 
the records. Yet the Synod postponed ihe eonrsidi^isationi of 
the report of that eomaiittee to the next me^iitg^' ' 

At the meeting of the Synod in Grettysburr Oetai&er 1^94^ 
the Synod, instead of taking up the report cnfchiaooftimitlietf 
referred to them, ney«Yia«led on it. 1 1 was'neilhel* fetA ntft 
brought before them^ but a mew eommiitee Was appointed 
to examine the records, as if the reoords ftad never pretri-t 
ously been before the Synod, and the r^oiit^if tl^e oivmnft^ 
tee referred to them. The Editor of the^ fiMb^min^ si ^^^ 
partisan in the existing disputes in the cll^ireh^ pttesetited sL 
new Report, on which the Synod acted* IWveportof the 
former committee was not even' referred to^aiHl die^lbilvw-^ 
ing proceedings were had by the Synod. » . . • . ! 

* * > * 

^'Messrs. Douglass, Engles, ami Bigham jveJ-e appointed^ 
a committee to examine and report on the minutj?s of the 
Presbytery of Carlisle." — min. 1S34. P 5. 

^*'I^he committee on the records ot the J*resbytery of 
Carlisle reported, and the report was accepted- :a>^4 laid on 
the table. '^ min. 1834. p d. . ....... 

"The report on the Carlisle Presbytery 'sr records .^as call- 
ed up and read, and is as follows^ viz: . 

"The Committee appointed to exaniIne/tbercoordfisQf the 
Presbytery of Carlisle, report, that tliey have attendied to 
the duty assigned tfaemy and. find the Veoordsy ^iih tHe- tX" 
ceptioaof some uniniportant inae<itiraeies^ to' have been oor-^ 
rectiy. made, and recomikiend tiieir approval to page 64*^ 
with the exbeptioh of a dedision madem reilrt^ron to theicase 
of Rev.: Gredi-ge Buffibldi^ ivho ilvappearsrw^sr^coas^Qtioii'*' 
ally tried.dn ten separiittcooUnts,' affecting. hiis:8Diiod«2ess in 
the falih, and on edghlt jout of. ih6 ten'^sotults/fotiiidijto^' be 
^ilty; that am'on^ otb^ drrors^df whlckihe Was oonVioM 
and declared to beguiltiy ;.he \^as reixresented as bart^ng de-^ 
nied the fed^il headship of. Adain!--*thb tmlputatioti of his 
sio to his posterity, and their legal condemnation on account 
of it; and as having affirmed, that dll sin and holiness, con- 
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stsis in valuatai*y acts and exercises of the aod — that there 
is noinher&Qt^^e£editikTy';iiepr(llrity'^ha4; moral cb|irtbtef» 
cannot be predicaled of infti^t^— tiiat re^eoiBratian is a toI^ 
uhtary 4^hange.armct of Ihe souly an4 thatrOMh iii his fallen 
fitatei has enlins abilltjir to petrform holy hcts^ and -that ^ not« 
withstandinf )hifi eMvictioli upon chafes so dedply affeetiog 
fundamental Irath^ (he Prfisbytery withdiit baVing rdeeiV'« 
ed from hinn^aa. it. would appear from the r^sords^any cofk- 
£easik»n[ or aekntmifledgeviefit of his trtoraj or any :]dedge that 
be : would Hen6^forth iC«sato 'ioleaohiand propii'g)site.then1> 
passed therfoliovringrefilQliiilion^ < 'n • -: ,! 

>*i?«joitW£/^ !Tbat'Prasbytery at. preiscril donDk>t "cenisfuro 
btm anyi furifaer^ than wtarn him to guard agaiaal's'aoh aped'* 
ulationst a^ iooiy iriipugd the doctrise^ of oiht cbtirch^ faiiid 
that he study to maintain the unity of the spirit^ in the bonds 
of peace." 

^^The committee cannot recommend an approval of this 
decision, because it compromises essential truths, defeats 
the ends of discipline, and under the circumstances of the 
case, presents a result never contemplated by our constitu- 
tion, after a judicial conviction upon points, involving ma- 
terial departures from the doctrines of our standards.'^ — 
min. 1S34. pp. 17. IS. 

The Elder from Mr. Duffield's congregation voted a- 
gainst the adoption of this report, although the minutes 
incorrectly record him as non liquet, Mr. DufSeld had 
submitted to the sentence of Presbytery, and said but little 
in opposition to the report He had no right to speak in 
vindication of himself before the Synod. The Moderator 
would not let Mr. Kennedy do. it, when he thus undertook 
to sustain the proceedings of Presbytery. Mr. R. J. Breck- 
enridge challenged Mr. Dufficld to avow or deny the things 
charged against him. Mr. Duffield would have been as 
wide from the principles of Presbyterian order, as Mr. 
Breckenridge was from both order and courtesy in making 
the challenge. He did not reply to the challenge, which 
after the treatment Mr. Kennedy received from the chair, 
would have been prevented had he attempted it: but he ap- 
prised Mr. Brec&enridge, that in his protest against the ac- 
tion of the Synod on the Act and Testimony, and which he 
would shortly read, he would hear what he believed on the 
matters of which he had been accused. The report of the 
committee presented by Mr. Engles, was adopted by the 
Synod^without their having ever heard theproceedings of the 
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Presbytery read . As to the constitotiouaiity of the pro- 
ceedings of Presbytery in the case of Mr..:Diaffield, which 
this report made by Mr. -Engles. affirms^ the reader will 
judge; and whetJiisr ignorance or party zesl^wliick blinds 
mens minds^ is to be referred to} as thei solution of a judg* 
merit so wide from- tbe fact. As totke 'prtopositions on 
which Mr-DuflSeld was found giitlty by the Presbytery no ev- 
idence whatever in proof df then[Y was found. oot the record; 
nor even a [statement of the. charl^tef af what was called ev<* 
idence. Th^ w^rO' nbt thos^ which Mr. Bnglesrsepovted.. 
It may be of use to the interests ^f a party tb :pronoiracQ 
guiky autborltativety, atid uncohtstiliitioniailly 911 a dtwert 
charge of heresy, but coihmon s&ttBe and common justice 
iviW notfailto perceire at who9(i dopr.the guilt lies, i. » 
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